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The primary purpose of this study was to identiffetlences in parental
involvement, motivational factors, and socioecomosatatus (SES) between high
school band and chorus participants. The secomuapose of this study was to
investigate the relationship of these factors tolehts who participate in all-state
music festivals.

The participantsN = 403) in this study included choral and band stusl from
six high schools in the southeastern United St&agicipants completed the

Characteristics of High School Music Students Suf@&HSMSS) which measured



aspects of students’ home environment, parentgd@tp music, and students’
attributions of success in music. Performance aenient was operationalized as
students’ participation in all-state chorus or béestivals. SES was measured through
Hollingshead’s Two-Factor Index of Social Position.

Nine factors related to band, chorus, and all-gtatécipation were found.
Discriminant Function Analysis indicated a sigrefint difference between band and
chorus students in SES and musical ability attidsutAll factors related to family
environment and parental involvement were signifigahigher for all-state
participants than for non-all-state participan@e®tal involvement was a significant

factor in students’ performance achievement in tamichorus.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Why do some students achieve high levels of sudodssnd and others do
not? Why do some students achieve high levelsafess in chorus and others do
not? Would the student who is successful in bandsbguccessful in choir? Are we
placing students in band or chorus because of ltiesir opportunity for musical
achievement or is their placement a matter of llsk®umans are assumed to
possess a capacity for musical competence butlrgitidents exhibit the same level
of musical competence in the music classroom (lHa8aShaw, 2002). Music
educators have continually sought to implementhtiegcstrategies that contribute to
students’ competence and achievement in music. Whesic teachers can identify
factors that lead to students’ achievement in muls&music teachers should be better
prepared to implement teaching strategies thatdetp student reach a higher level
of achievement in music. Parents who understanéatiiers related to music
achievement should be better prepared to implesteastegies within a child’s
environment that will enhance the child’s likeliltbof high achievement in music.

Researchers in the disciplines of music and psygydhave identified
parental support, teacher characteristics, acadamsizess, music aptitude, music

background, achievement motivation, student attioiog of success, and personality



as factors related to student music achievememeder, at least three problems
remain in predicting student achievement in mubine first problem in predicting
music achievement is that researchers and edudwseesnot reached a common
definition of music achievement and what constgwgeccess in that achievement. The
second problem is that music is too multifaceteds®ess in any one test (Hufstader,
1974). Comprehensive tests over all possible fawfatsusical ability would be
unwieldy to administer. The third problem is thithaugh researchers have
investigated success in instrumental students andrgl music students, few
researchers have studied music achievement in gagaénts.
Defining Success

One of the difficulties in identifying predictor$ musical success is a lack of
consistency in the criteria that constitutes musiompetence (Boyle, 1992, p. 247).
The definition of musical success varies amongarebers, musicians, and teachers.
To some, the quality of a student’s musical perfamoe demonstrates success; to
others, the development of a student’s musicaitesilis the definition of success
(Reimer, 2003, p. 48). Nadia Boulanger contendstheessence of music is the final
product (Reimer, 2003, p. 48). Elliott (1995, p-89Y defines music as a process. The
lack of consistency in the definition of musicatiape, ability, and achievement
among researchers has led to confusion in the measat of musical success. This
confusion has resulted in an unwillingness amoaghers to rely on research in their

teaching practices (Boyle, 1992, p. 247).



Researchers in music must identify whether theyvaasuring success
according to aptitude, achievement, or ability.f@®f@nance assessment identifies a
specific form of music ability. It is not synonymowith music aptitude (Gordon,
1998, p. 17). The constructs that are used to measusic ability are not the same
constructs that are used to measure music aptidallam (1998) suggested that the
needs for aural, cognitive, technical, musicianspgformance, and learning skills
differ according to the type of music that is bepagformed. Hallam noted that jazz
performance skills and orchestral performanceshile not the same. Hallam and
Shaw (2002) suggested a definition of musical ghiti their qualitative study of
teachers and students over the age of 14. Theplsanctluded children and teachers
in a city school, a music school, and an institutsd higher education. The researchers
divided the participantd\N(= 490) into eight groups. The groups included nmasg (1
= 55), educators in non-music subject ar@as 80), adults not involved in musia €
47), adults who were moderately proficient on atrument § = 20), adults who were
minimally proficient on an instrument € 106), students with more than 2 years of
musical experiencen(= 135), students with less than 2 years of mugxpériencer(
= 33), and students with no musical experiemce {4). The participants completed a
one-question survey that began with the phrase Idauability is . . .” The major
concepts of musical ability that were identifiedrfr the composite of all the
participants in Hallam and Shaw’s study were rhythatility, organization of sound,
emotional sensitivity to music, communication, naation, personal characteristics,

and a combination of complex skills and ensembiléssk
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Other researchers have used music teacher asseéssmamdicators of student
success in music. In Bonifati’s (1997) study, instental music teachers defined
student success as possessing good musical teehpogsessing self discipline,
actively participating in class, having a goodtatte, enjoying music, developing a
life-long love of music, and being a productive niemof a performing group. The
teachers characterized successful students asvtmsmade steady progress, gained
an appreciation of music, ably interpreted musicl developed a refined approach to
creating art. Helwig and Thomas (1973) operatiaealistudents’ success through
teachers’ grades that were based on attitude teffiod musicality. The assessment of
students’ success was subjective in nature, bwigelnd Thomas established an
internal consistency of this assessment.460, p .05) through the Spearman-Brown
prophecy formula. Hufstader (1974) used the reconaagons of band directors to
identify successful and unsuccessful instrumentalents. Each band director
classified the students as low achievers, mediumeaers, and high achievers.
Hufstader used only the low group and the high griowrder to establish two distinct
achievement groups. One of the students identified teacher as a low achiever
scored consistently with the high achievers ontaisés. It is not clear whether this
inconsistency was attributable to variances infélaéors predicting success or to the
teacher’s improper classification of the studestiscess.

Additional difficulties are associated with reli@on teacher assessment to
operationalize student success in music. Pasco®Vangh (2001) recognized the

need to assess music students in the schools iteWesustralia. They found that no
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assessment methods or standards for assessmestiésiégiobjectively identify a
student’s success in music. Pascoe and Waugh edifive concerns in assessment.
Assessments based on phrases such as “particgrdtessiastically,” “enjoys music,”
or “practices regularly” did not indicate skills abilities in music. Teachers had no
objective measures for assessment. No benchmaidteexor teachers to monitor
student progress; therefore, students were nossasgeat periodic intervals. Without
proper assessment of the students, teachers coulskield accountable for the
achievement of the students.

Researchers and educators have used varying @Eveligectivity to interpret
measurements of success. Teacher recommendatiexped judging in
performance are the most commonly used methodteatifying musical success in
high school music programs. Teacher recommendatisubject to the assessment
measures of each teacher. Establishing relialfitityy the assessment of individual
teachers is difficult (Helwig & Thomas, 1973; Hder, 1974). When multiple
judges assess a single performance or achievemeantjudge reliability can be
established by comparing judges’ scores. For examfadung (1971) utilized expert
judges to determine success in beginning instruahetidents. In Young’s study,
three judges evaluated the recorded student peafures. The judges scored the
students independently. Young established religithirough inter-reliability
coefficients among each pair of judges(.89,r =.75,r =.73) as well as for all the

judges combined (= .98).



The use of expert judges typically takes place atign a student participates
in a musical performance outside the local schogirenment. If a student does not
participate in solo and ensemble festivals or @itescompetitions, it is unlikely that
the student will be individually assessed by expettes. The evaluation of students’
success in music by a teacher or by expert judgeshject to the teacher’s
understanding of success or the criteria for siecaesd by the judges. One of the
most commonly used measurements of success ircgdbiool band and choral
programs is the judging system for all-state pguditon. All-state is a performance-
based festival; therefore, adjudication of all-ststiudents utilizes performance-based
criteria. Students who are accepted for partioguain all-state festivals have been
assessed as successful in performance achievement.

Measurements of Success

Researchers have developed measurements base@wayaaf criteria to
identify success in music. Tests of musical abilitgt were developed by Revesz,
Seashore, Wing, and Gordon in the early and midviieth century were built around
the aural perception of music (Hallam & Shaw, 20B)searchers have frequently
identified musical aptitude and academic abilityvas of the strongest predictors of
musical success (Kuhlman, 2005). Kuhlman found tdsgarch on the effect of
musical aptitude and academic ability presentednaistent and often opposing
results. Gordon (1986) reported that musical agitaccounted for 37% of the
variance of success in music achievement for baggninstrumentalists. According to

Gordon (1967), academic achievement contributdd bieyond musical aptitude to



enhance musical performance achievement. Kline@®§1) and McCarthy (1974),
however, identified academic achievement as the mgsificant factor in

instrumental music achievement. Success in instnt@hperformance significantly
correlated to academic success when the perforntitega were based on music
reading and notation skills. Reading and notatloltlssare academic in nature
(Klinedinst, 1991). McCarthy (1974) described botusic performance and academic
achievement as academic activities.

Four of the criticisms of educational testing taeg pertinent to testing for
musical achievement or ability are selection ofrappate tests, erroneous and naive
interpretations of test results, confusion betwienuse of norm- and criterion-based
testing, and extraneous variables influencing ¢ésé 4cores (Boyle & Radocy, 1986, p.
21-26). Researchers in music must be clear as & agpect of music they are
attempting to identify. Many students might possebgyh aptitude for music that
goes unidentified in the assessment procedureswisigid a chorus or band class.
Students who are assessed according to the perioenadilities they demonstrate are
often identified as having musical aptitude. Perfance assessment identifies a
specific domain of music ability. It does not img@alg assessment of music aptitude
(Gordon, 1998, p. 3). The constructs that are ts@deasure music ability are not the
same constructs that are used to measure musiaedspti

Reliability is a concern when developing testingtinments, because the test
must appropriately measure the aspect of musicalkess that the researcher intents to

measure. Boyle (1992, p. 145-146) pointed out\Wiaig's approach to assessing



students in music was to evaluate musical intalloge Seashore’s approach focused
more on the evaluation of musical ability (Boyl®92, p. 143-145). Gardner’s
approach to the evaluation of musical intelligemaged from Wing's approach in that
Gardner isolated musical intelligence from othgregs$s of 1Q. Music ability, music
aptitude, music intelligence, music capacity, magient, music sensitivity,

musicality, and music achievement are terms that baen used to identify success in
music (Boyle, 1992, chap. 16).

Because of the multifaceted nature of musical @talnd the varying
definitions of success, a broad array of measur&snemeeded to predict success in
music. Manor (1950) recommended the use of a bmoay of psychometric
measurements to predict success. Manor measurad apisude, 1Q, persistence,
and tonette class achievement in directing fourtidg students toward the
appropriate instrumental studies. The Manor Perscgt Ranking Scale used to rate
the students’ success in the tonette classes neshure production, range, fingering,
physical execution, tone quality, and interestim instrument. Hallam and Shaw
(2002) asked a group of respondents @90) to rate the significance of 19 items to
musical ability. The respondents included a spectfindividuals from
accomplished musicians to non-musicians. The algé®egespondents varied, but all
were 14 years or older. The items included knowdealgmusic, music reading,
composition and improvisation, evaluation of musgchnical skills, appreciation of
music, creativity, motivation, communication, andaaiety of musical skills. The

respondents viewed the nature of musical abilitiedBntly according to the extent to



which the respondents were actively involved inghecess of making music. The
study was inconclusive concerning the definitiomufsical success, but respondents
overall viewed musical ability as learned rathemtimnate.

Rainbow (1965) investigated 14 variables’ assammatvith musical aptitude.
Rainbow described music aptitude as the poterdiaht that a student has for music
and clearly differentiated between musical aptitadd musical achievement. Music
achievement was one of the variables that Raints®e to identify music aptitude.
The variables used in the study were 1) pitch drgoation, 2) tonal memory, 3)
rhythm, 4) musical memory, 5) 1Q, 6) school achraeet, 7) sex, 8) chronological
age, 9) musical achievement, 10) musical trainlrig,home enrichment, 12) interest
in music, 13) participation in music by relativasd 14) socioeconomic background.
Correlations differed among elementany=(91), junior highii = 112), and high
school (= 88) students. A multiple regression analysis aéa that the variables that
contributed most to the variance in musical ap@tachong all students were tonal
memory ( = 2.93), 1Q (= 2.21), music achievement £ 15.77), home enrichment
( =3.72), interest in music = 4.06), and socioeconomic background:(4.05).
Rainbow concluded that the three extra-musicabwées that best predicted music
aptitude were interest in music, home enrichmend,socioeconomic background.

No single test of musical aptitude or musical ilgehce has adequately
predicted success in music (Boyle & Radocy, 198@stdder, 1974). Even
combinations of tests used in studies by Gordo67{1and Young (1971) could not

fully account for students’ success in all aspettsiusic.



Research on Instrumental and General Music Students

Research into factors contributing to musical sesd®s often focused on
instrumental students (Bonifati, 1997; DavidsonwdpMoore, & Sloboda, 1996;
Doan, 1973, Fitzpatrick, 2006; Hufstader, 1974nkKdinst, 1991; Manor, 1950;
McCarthy 1974; Pitts, Davidson, & McPherson, 2086hmidt, 2005, Sloboda &
Howe, 1991; Young, 1971; Zdzinski 1992, 1993, 198&search on instrumental
students has been directed toward children beywaéburth grade. The Seashore,
Wing, and Gordon tests were designed for studergsades 4 - 12. Most of the
additional research found concerning success ier@teas of music has also been
directed toward 4th- through 12th-grade studentsd@n focused on that age group
because he believed that children’s musical apitlid not become stable until they
reached the fourth grade (Gordon, 1998, p. 50,43-6

Several researchers have identified factors tleatedated to student success in
music by combining instrumental students and chsttadents into one study group
(Asmus, 1985b, 1986a, 1986b; Brand, 1985, 198&d&@om, 2000; Dunlap, 1975;
Greenberg 1970; Hallam & Shaw, 2002; Legette, 12983). Helwig and Thomas
(1973) suggest that the reason for a lack of reke@m vocal students is that assessing
vocal progress is more difficult than assessingunsental progress. They note that
tests designed to measure technical skills anditfaof instrumental students provide
for an objective assessment of the students. Togress of vocal students requires a
more subjective assessment (Helwig & Thomas, 1H&3earchers have identified

programmatic and teacher factors that facilitatelent achievement within successful
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choral programs, but the researchers did not intigay these factors related to
individual student achievement (Levi, 1986; Mudrick, 1997; §tj 1996).
Purpose of the Study
The primary purpose of this study was to identifg tontributions of parental
involvement, motivating factors (attributions otcsess), and SES to performance
achievement among high school music ensemble mambee secondary purpose of
this study was to compare parental involvementjyabhg factors, and SES of high
school choir and high school band members. Therdifices in performance demands
and ensemble procedures of instrumental studedtslaral students might be related
to variances in family environment or student hatttions.
Research Questions
The study addresses the following research question
1. What are the parental support factors, motivatiéaetiors, and SES of high
school band and choir students who attend highdsltbat have both choir

and band students selected for all-state partioipat

2. How do the factors relate to membership in banchoir ensembles?
3. How do the factors relate to all-state participatio band and choir students?
Assumptions

Students who have patrticipated in all-state banthorus in Alabama,
Georgia, and Tennessee have auditioned beforetgudges. It is assumed that
students who have been selected to participati-stade band or choir have reached a

significant level of musical performance abilityu8ents who have not participated in
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an all-state festival are not identified as unsesfitd. Many of the students in this
category may be successful performers, but foouarreasons did not participate in
all-state festivals, therefore, they were not idestt as successful.
Delimitations

The researcher chose the sample for this study &tist of schools that have
sent students to all-state band and chorus festinaither 2007, 2008, or both years.
The sample, therefore, includes only students vawe Iparticipated in established,
reasonably successful band and choral programsfatha's identified in this study
were drawn from high schools through the southeadleited States, but the
socioeconomic makeup of the schools in the stutligady to be higher than average.
Schools in the least affluent areas of the soutleamot likely as affluent schools to
support programs that send a significant numbstuafents to all-state festivals.
Parental involvement, personal attributions of sgssgcand SES might differ in schools
that have minimal or no band or choral programs.
Definitions

Selection for all-state band or chorus is a meaetimusic performance
achievementAll-state participation is not a complete explaoaof success in band
and chorus students, but it reflects an assessmheetformance achievement by
expert judges. Success in this study is limiteguiocessful performance achievement

as indicated by selection for all-state band olircho
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A characteristicis a parental involvement variable, an attributianiable, or
socioeconomic variable that, in conjunction withestvariables, contributes to a
factor. Items on the survey identify characterstic demographic variables.

A motivating factoris a group of attribution variables that relatesgly to one
another. Asmus identified Effort, Background, Ctassn Environment, Musical
Ability, and Affect for Music as motivating factons the Asmus Motivating Factors

(AMF) scale (Asmus, 1985a).
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

Research on student achievement in music has yiefaging results, because
researchers have used varying definitions of sgcddse methods used to assess
music achievement have not always been consisiémtive researcher’s definition of
music achievement. Interest in the topic of theenirstudy began with readings about
characteristics of expert performers. Woody (2G€ti)ght to apply the findings of
research on expert performers to music educatiaodl identified practice habits
and motivation that were associated with advanegtbpnance abilities and he
pointed out that parental support was relatedealdvelopment of these habits.

The current researcher’s area of interest is voeaic education. The initial
concept of the study was to examine successfubtistudents in the same manner
that Woody examined expert performers. The litesataview for the current study
began with a search of articles that included ¢nen$ vocal success, vocal, chorus,
choral students, successful music students, anttrstuslent characteristics. The
researcher began the search in journals relatedisic education research and the
Handbook of Research in Music Educat{@olwell, 1992). The search yielded few
studies that focused on choral students. Mostesthdies on successful choral

students or characteristics of choral students Wwased on successful choral programs
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or characteristics of choral teachers or choiraaes. Most articles on vocal
performance and vocal success were reviews of meafoces and performers.

The search revealed a body of research on suctesgfumental and general
music students related to student attributionsio€sss. The studies based on
attribution theory and student motivation pointedite importance of the environment
of the student. The researcher then concentratatudres of parental involvement
and home environment on student success. The faotoss and predictors of success
were used more commonly in the studies than chenatits of success.

A search for successful instrumental students predla compilation of
studies on factors related to performance achiememagunior high and high school
students. Similar studies on vocal performanceeagment were rare. The researcher
examined the studies of instrumental studentsdntity methods that would
appropriately identify factors related to perforro@ammchievement in choral students. A
common concern among researchers was the relaifpooS8ES to musical
achievement. The researcher investigated socioeticrmoeasurements used in other
studies and used tlitandbook of Research Design and Social Measure(iihér,
1991) to assess the value of these measuremertkefourrent study.

Overview of Research into Predictors of Musical id@ebment

The literature reviewed for this dissertation imt#d studies of an array of
variables that have been identified as predictbesbievement in music. Four
prominent categories of predictors emerged in ¢heew of the literature. The first

category included 1Q and musical aptitude (HelwigB8omas, 1973; Hufstader, 1974;
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Klinedinst, 1991; Kuhlman, 2005; Manor, 1950; Mctbgr 1974; Young, 1971). The
second category, described as home environmehidesthe physical attributes of
the home (Brand, 1986), parental involvement inrttusical experiences and musical
education of the child, and musical backgroundasépts and siblings (Bonifati,
1997; Brand, 1985, 1986; Brandstrom, 2000; Davids@orthwick, 2002; Davidson,
Howe, Moore, & Sloboda, 1996; Sloboda & Howe, 198dzinski, 1992, 1993,
1996). The third category of predictors was SEDéA, 2006; Brandstrom, 2000;
Dunlap, 1975; Fitzpatrick, 2006; Klinedinst, 1994¢Carthy, 1980) and the fourth
category of predictors was motivation and attritmutineory (Asmus, 1985a, 1985b,
1986a, 1986b, 1989; Asmus & Harrison, 1994; Legd®83, 1998, 2003; Schmidt,
2005). The predictors of music achievement have beest frequently studied in
relationship to success in instrumental students.
Music achievement, intelligence, and musical ag&tu

Kuhlman’s (2005) overview of the research into jprexs of musical
achievement included studies on the relationshi®@aind musical aptitude to student
achievement in music. Many researchers have idetiusical aptitude and
academic ability as the two strongest predictorsugtess in instrumental music.
Manor (1950) suggested that IQ measurements (I@)doarded from the battery of
tests used to predict instrumental success, butdésearchers since have disregarded
IQ as a viable predictor of instrumental success.

Klinedinst (1991) identified scholastic achievemantl academic achievement

as the strongest predictors of performance sudceddgth-graders’ first year of

16



instrumental study. Klinedinst’s study of the pbs$sipredictors of students’
performance success included musical aptitude |astoability, academic
achievement, attitudes toward music, self-conaeptusic, music background,
achievement motivation, SES, and physical charsties of the students. Klinedinst
used stepwise multiple regression, discriminanttiom analysis (DFA), and Pearson
product-moment correlation to identify relationshgmong the predictors. Success
was measured by teacher rating, performance rhyiregjudge, and student retention.
Scholastic ability in math and reading achievenvegre the strongest predictors of
musical success (24%), as measured by the teaatiregs of musical ability.
Although music aptitude was found to be a stafdlifcsignificant predictor of
success, it accounted for less than 10% of thenegi in music achievement. The
results of Klinedinst’s study suggest that musactesrs should find school academic
records and music aptitude testing to be valuabtlair recruitment for music
students. The testing and evaluation proceduretind€linedinst’s study may be
valuable for diagnosing current students. Knowleolgene’s students facilitates the
adaptation of instruction for individual studentdar the whole class (Klinedinst,
1991).

Hufstader (1974) found that musical aptitude, malgig and musical
intelligence variables provided an 85% predictiaterof fourth through sixth-grade
students who would be successful in instrumentaictdufstader used the California
Test of Mental Maturity (CTMM) and the CaliforniacAievement Test (CAT) to

collect data on 1Q and musical aptitude. The barettbrs of the study group
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identified successful and unsuccessful studentailing them in their class based on
the students’ technique, tone quality, musical irgadbility, rhythmic reading ability,
and general musicianship. Data from the highest 8Bffte students and the lowest
33% of the students were used in the statisticalyais. A DFA of each item in the
CTMM and the CAT revealed that every variable i@ thsts provided a unique
contribution toward identifying successful and wtsassful students. One concern
over the validity of the results in Hufstader'sdgstwas the small number of
participantsif = 34). Each of the four classes was ranked byfardifit teacher, but
the criteria used to rank the students were speaifd objective. No comparison was
made between classes; therefore, this ranking mmbagampletely reflect the
differences in abilities between classes. Basetthescore profiles of the two groups,
four participants were deleted from the high grand one subject was deleted from
the low.

Young (1971) examined the functions of IQ, acadesmitievement, and
musical aptitude as factors in predicting instrutaemusic achievement in fifth-grade
studentsN = 709). Young measured 1Q with the Lorge-Thorndikelligence Test,
academic achievement with the lowa Tests of BakiitsITBS)), and musical
aptitude with the Musical Aptitude Profile (MAP)tuslents participated in small
group (2-5 students) lessons for seven months.ddlsuccess was determined
through evaluation of a recorded performance aetiteof the seven months. Young
found the highest correlation between musical ssxe@d the predictor tests when all

three predictor tests were combined. Young fouiadl ttre measures of success were
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predicted as successfully with only the MAP and $T&ores as they were with all
three tests. The ITBS scores alone were only $jidgds accurate in predicting
musical success than the MAP and ITBS scores cadbin

The students who prematurely dropped out of theeungental program scored
lower overall in all the tests than the students wémained in the program. However,
the 1Q scores of those who started and droppederé still higher than the scores of
the general student population. A greater diffeeegxisted in the ITBS scores than in
the 1Q scores between the group that dropped altrengroup that completed the
seven months. Again, Young found that the groupdh@pped out scored higher on
each test than the general student populationeo$@ime grade level implying that
regardless of the role of IQ as a factor in musscgicess, it is not a predictor of
longevity in the instrumental program. The MAP &sof those who dropped out
were lower than the general student population.rfilghm aspects of the MAP tests
appeared to be the most significant factors reladettopping out of the program
early. Young determined that each test succesgbudigticted success in specific facets
of musical achievement. The best predictor of ssxae all areas of musical
achievement was the composite score of all thigs.te

Young’s findings illustrate the difficulty in ideifiging success in music and
choosing factors to measure success. High studergssin musical aptitude criteria
tests correlated positively with musical abilitiesrelated to reading. Young found
that high student academic ability and 1Q correlgiesitively with music skills

related to music reading and notation. Facets alicaliachievement that did not

19



require music reading skills revealed a strongedation with the MAP. Facets of
achievement that required music-reading skillsrditireveal a strong correlation with
the MAP scores. Young noted a weak correlatron 23) between the sight-reading
and improvisation skills of the students. The figlivas similar to the correlation
found between 1Q and musical aptitude=(.25). Young concluded that improvisation
and music reading skills are unrelated skills.

McCarthy (1974) reported a high correlation of Iglaacademic success
among seventh-grade beginning instrumental studBits90). The primary purpose
of McCarthy’s study was to create and evaluatdail instructional method that
would facilitate student learning in instrumentalsic. The method would account for
the differences in the physiological and psychalabdevelopment of the students.
McCarthy tested the individual tutorial instructiby using a control groumE 45)
and an experimental group £ 45). The students in the experimental group were
given individual instruction and assignments witbiass and were individually
evaluated. The control group was taught with aitiathl ensemble approach. In the
control group, performance achievement correlateitipely with attitude towards
musical and personal adjustment. In the experinhgnbap, these same variables
exhibited almost random relationships. Performaateevement was higher in the
experimental group, indicating that the individurdtructional approach was
beneficial to student success. Investigating tfecedf IQ and grade point average

(GPA) on performance achievement was a secondappge in the study. The results
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indicated that students in both groups who hadigleest 1Qs and GPAs scored
highest in performance achievement.

McCarthy (1980) evaluated the relationship of imdiiial instruction to
achievement and dropout in fifth- and sixth-gratiglents N = 1199). By measuring
music achievement, SES, and IQ, McCarthy foundshatent’s academic reading
level accounted for over 85% of the variance inrtbight-reading ability as measured
by the Watkins-Farnum test.

Helwig and Thomas (1973) evaluated studies thatified predictors of
musical success. They noted that little evaluadiostudent potential and progress
existed in choral music studies, and, recommenlgigdchoral teachers should
evaluate students according to ability and plaeeitin the appropriate level of chorus
in order for the students to be successful. Plaoeai®ove or below the student’s
ability level may detrimentally affect the studensuccess. Helwig and Thomas'’s
purpose was to determine if musicality and 1Q sseveuld more accurately predict a
student’s success in a vocal performance classttaditional auditions and
observation methods. The secondary purpose waembify teacher bias in the
grading.

Helwig and Thomas found support for the use of hQ musical aptitude
scores to predict students’ achievement in 10ttouiljh 12th-grade choral classes.
The researchers found that success in choral aanient could be predicted using the
Gaston Test of Musicality and the CTMM. The reskars operationalized students’

success through teachers’ grades based on attéfidg, and musicality. Helwig and
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Thomas described the correlation between the IQrauigicality measurements and
the grades of the students, but the discussiomecs¢condary purpose overshadowed
their description of results. They did not explainy only 64 participants were
selected out of a possible 286 participants.

IQ and musical aptitude appear to be excellentipi@d of musical ability if
the appropriate measurements are properly matchie type of musical ability that
is being measured. If the role of an educator @éalict success, then 1Q and aptitude
are of value. However, 1Q and musical aptitudeiaternal, stable attributes and are of
minimal benefit toward improving students’ musiadllity. The students’
environment is an external, unstable attribute thatbe shaped to improve students’
musical ability.

Family Background

Studies on family background include informatabout parental support in
music and family characteristics. Family charasters encompass the parents’
musical backgrounds, siblings, and demographics aaSES and geographical
location. Just as the home environment appearave &n effect on a variety of
human characteristics such as school achieven@nstlident attitudes and
expectations, and creativity, it might have a digant effect upon musical
development (Brand, 1985).

The Home Musical Environmental Scale (HOMES) dimved by Brand (1985)
was designed to evaluate the characteristics okdhat provide positive

environments for musical development. Brand inctuti® items in the HOMES
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guestionnaire. The items examined parental mubmekgrounds, parental
participation with their child’s musical activitiggarental concert attendance, and
parental provisions for the home musical environinfproviding musical supplies,
instruments, and listening devices). Brand interaity chose a homogenous
socioeconomic sample for the study so that theesuwould provide data concerning
factors that are changeable, as opposed to SEShtmatucation, and parent
occupation. Most participants were Hispanic stuslefilow or low-middle SES.
Brand identified four factors that accounted fo#68f the variance of home
environment in second grade students’ achievenheatfactor analysis the variables
of parents’ attitudes toward music and musical imement with their children,
parents’ concert attendance, children’s ownershguse of records and tapes, and
parents’ ability to play a musical instrument waliddentified as significant factors
(Brand, 1985).

In a subsequent study, Brand (1986) used HOMEBwvestigate the
correlation between home musical environment ansicabattributes of 116 children
age 7. Brand used a sequence of multiple regreasialyses to estimate the
relationships of each of the environmental factoreach of the variables in the
Primary Measures of Musical Audiation (PMMA). Thantposite of all the
environmental factors accounted for 20% of theararé in PMMA scores. Brand
emphasized the significance of the home environwéhin a homogeneous

socioeconomic setting. The study points out thatthme environment, even within a
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low socioeconomic setting, has a significant relahip to the student’s musical
achievement.

Bonifati (1997) investigated the impact of homeiemvment on the success of
instrumental students in grades 4 - 12. Most imsémtal students who were identified
as successful by their teacher took lessons onititerument and owned their
instrument rather than renting it. Most of the stotd came from two-parent
households. Parents were between the ages of 380aihéd college degrees,
professional occupations, were typically white, arete Protestant or Catholic.
Parents’ musical experience had little relationgbifhe students’ success, but
parents’ support for their child’s musical endeawyas positively related to their
child’s success. Bonifati identified parental enegement as the most important
factor in their child’s success. Most parents dilwant a music career for their child,
but they expected their child to be committed totowing music studies. Most of the
students began music studies when they were lasstlyears old. Many had taken
piano lessons, were generally successful in tle@damic endeavors, and had other
siblings who were successful in music.

Davidson, Howe, Moore, and Sloboda (1996) intereéewhildren Nl = 257)
ages 8 through 18 who had received instructionstrumental music. The researchers
divided the students into five groups for the stu@youp 1 0 = 119) included
students who attended a music school and anticipagking a career in music. Group
2 (n = 30) included students who were called for antanrg but were not admitted to

the music school. Group 8 € 23) included students who inquired about theimus
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school, but did not apply. Group @ € 27) included students who attended public
school and learned to play an instrument, but didmtend to make music a career.
Group 5 (= 58) included students who attended the sameqositthool but had
discontinued playing an instrument at least a peiar to their interview. Davidson, et
al. interviewed all of the students and at least ointhe parents of each student. The
researchers found a trend in the parental suppertaperiod of years. The strongest
parental support for the students in group 1, fglake before the students were 11
years old. Parents of group 1 encouraged singifigdage 3. As the students’ age
increased, their self-motivation and autonomy iasesl and their parental
involvement decreased. The students in groups 4 ahd not receive early parental
support. In groups 4 and 5, parental pressuretfiolesits to practice increased during
the students’ teenage years. None of the groupsaitedl a particularly noticeable
musical interest at an early age. Parents of gtowpre the most involved in music,
albeit at an amateur level, and parents of grower® the least involved in music.
Davidson, et al., asserted that parental involvensetritical to student success in
music and that this involvement must begin in thessphool years.

In a longitudinal case study, Davidson and Borthkw002) followed the
family dynamics of an English family for 13 montl@ne researcher was integrated
into family activities in order to explore familydamics in detail. The other
researcher visited the family every two weeks teepbe the family with a more
objective perspective. Davidson and Borthwick (20@2nd that children who

eventually became professional instrumental perfosmwvere not only monitored by
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their parents, but had varying complex interactiath their parents. Parental support
was found to be important to the motivation andrselrth of a child. The amount and
the nature of parental involvement in a child’s roalsdevelopment were also
important. Davidson and Borthwick concluded that tiype of support provided by
parents can shape a child’s success or failureusiarand that parent’s expectation of
a child will be reflected in the child’s own selfgectation. Differences in levels of
expectation between children may result in diffeemnin self-worth; a child with

lower levels of expectations will often have lovgelf-worth. Parents must find a
balance between responsiveness (warmth and acceptamd demandingness
(controlling and restrictive) (Davidson & BorthwicR002).

Brandstréom (2000) observed that musical backgr@antSES appeared to be
significant factors in children’s musical activéieBrandstrom investigated 12- and
13-year-old students in sixth gradé=£ 369) at 11 different schools in Sweden. Six
years later, Brandstrom sent a questionnaire tabttee classes from a participating
school to determine how long the participamMs=(13), now in their last year of
school, had studied in the Municipal Music Schediat instrument they had studied
and what occupational choice they had made. Bréimdsneasured the effect of SES,
musical background of the family, students’ plamstheir future, and students’ choice
of instrument. These variables were compared &etgroups: those studying music
currently @ = 90), those who had studied but discontinued enfast 147), and those
who had never studied musit£132). Fifty-four percent of the children who

continued their studies in the Municipal Music Salsdan Sweden had parents who
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currently or previously played a musical instruméiifty-eight of these children had
siblings who played a musical instrument. Brandstréasoned that a parent’s interest
in music facilitates the tangible help that thegpdican give their child at home.

Pitts, Davidson, and McPherson (2000) examinedvattinal, personality,
and environmental characteristics of nine primantye®l students in their first 20
months of instrumental studies. The method of dali@ction was a collection of
longitudinal case studies selected from 158 bradsaodwind players during the 20-
month period. The nine participants attended eigferent primary schools. The
study consisted of three groupings of studentse&lof the students (group A) had
maintained interest and enthusiasm for their imsémnt, three of the students (group
B) continued to take lessons beyond the 20 mobtltsyith decreased motivation,
and three of the students (group C) discontinuesieriassons within the 20 months
of the study. Motivation in group A tended to bg&imsic even though it included
extrinsic factors. The children set high standédodshemselves. The children in
groups B and C were motivated only by extrinsi¢dex In groups B and C, practice
time was a factor more than practice quality. Imeaases respondents said they “put
in the time” and in some cases, there was no peabtdcus at all. Parents of group A
encouraged their children and helped them to sdistie expectations. Parent of
groups B and C often exhibited limited involvemantl either limited or unrealistic
expectations of their children. They were oftertahsed from the child’s playing and

insincere or injudicious in their praise to theldhEven motivated children
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experienced periods of self-doubt and low intef@atental and teacher support was
critical to overcoming those periods (Pitts, Dawids& McPherson, 2000).

Zdzinski (1992, 1993, 1996, 2007) investigatedréiationship of aspects of
parental involvement with music aptitude, musicliavement, and performance
achievement in instrumental studies. Zdzinski (3982&d a researcher developed
Parental Involvement Measure (PIM) instrument a@MES to identify parental
involvement in middle school instrumental studdits: 113). Zdzinski patterned the
PIM after Doan’s (1973) Measurement of Family Inmevhent in Music (FIM) and
HOMES. PIM included three sub-scales. The Parémvalvement-Frequency (PI-F)
sub-scale consisted of 15 five-point Likert-typeesfions that measure the frequency
with which parents are involved in the musicahatgs of their children. The low
range of the PI-F (15 points) indicated no paremtablvement in the child’s musical
activity. The high range of the PI-F (75 pointgjicated the highest measurable
frequency of parental involvement. The Parentablwement-Degree (PI-D) sub-scale
consisted of 15 questions that measure the defijreeadvement by the parents
(father only, mother only, or both). The low rargjehe PI-D (0 points) indicated no
involvement of either parent. The high range of Rt (30 points) indicated the
involvement of both parents in all areas of musaddivity included in the survey. The
Parental Involvement-Categorical (P1-D) sub-scaleststed of nine parental
involvement items with yes/no responses that ifiedthome environment

characteristics.
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To establish content validity in the PIM items, #aski (1993) solicited
responses from high achieving wind instrumentabsis instrumental music teachers
about parental involvement that related to higlleti achievement. Cronbach’s index
of internal consistency was= .94 and test-retest reliability was .85. Zdzinski
added nine yes/no demographic questions about gegrdée, age, school, years of
playing experience, practice time, and privaterutdion. Performance achievement
correlated with six PIM variables, indicating tiparents take the students to concerts
(r =.251), attend non-school concerts(.227), provide transportation£ .192),
play in a musical group € .171), attend rehearsats<.165), and listen to music £
.155). Music achievement correlated with six PIMialales: parents talk about music
(r =.321), listen to musia & .261), take the students to concerts (260), play in a
musical groupr(=.199), provide transportation for the student (188), and attend
parent meetings (= .158). While the correlations between paremabivement and
music achievement were statistically significangyt were too low to suggest
practical value (Zdzinski, 1992).

Zdzinski (1996) expanded the investigation on #lationships between
parental involvement, music aptitude, grade lemetl gender to performance,
cognitive achievement, and the progression of naligittitudes in instrumental
studentsN = 406) in grades 4 through 6. The results supdattizinski’s (1992,
1993) earlier findings concerning parental supg@arental involvement significantly
correlated to affective, cognitive, and performaresults. The parental involvement

correlation to affective measurements increasatleagrade level increased. The
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correlation between parental involvement and affeaneasurements accounted for
12.9% of the shared variance. Parental involveroemtlated to cognitive and
performance measurements in the elementary grbdespt in the middle school and
high school grades. Parental involvement correladegte musical achievement of
instrumental students. The relationships were, ewe¢oo small to justify practical
value (Zdzinski, 1996).

Zdzinski (2007) studied 523 elementary, middle, gt school students in
general music, orchestra, band, and chorus cléssktermine the reliability of the
39-item Parental Involvement-Home Environment insMyPI-HEM) scale. Using a
principal components analysis with a varimax rotatiZzdzinski identified home
structure, parental expectations, musical partimpamusical environment, family
musical background, and attitudes about musicasrfarelated to all the groups. The
ratio of participantsN = 523) to variables (36) was more than 14.75 {bhk result of
the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of samplingggdacy was .85. When
Zdzinski administered the 99-item PI-HEM, the raifgarticipants to variables was
more than 5:1and the KMO measure of sampling adggwas .88. The analysis of
the 99-item scale revealed a seventh factor; parprmgram support.

Sloboda and Howe (1991) sought to understand fathait related to high
levels of competence in instrumental performant¢eiffstudy was based on
references to the relevance of family backgrounithénsuccess of Nobel Prize
winners, champion chess players, and prize-winsaigntists. The authors

interviewed 42 students, age 8 - 18, from Cheth&om®ol in Manchester, England
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and 20 of the students’ parents. The students idergified by the school as A-level
or B-level musicians. Sloboda and Howe found aticeiahip between parental
support and student success. Student successtdgppear to relate to personal
involvement of the parent in musical activities. $flof the parents were involved in
their child’s progress. Most of the children regdira significant amount of
encouragement from their parents to practice. Sthestudents began instrumental
studies based on their internal, personal motinati&ive of these were identified as
having extraordinary abilities on their instruméakoboda & Howe, 1991). Sloboda
and Howe suggested that parents provided a balmtesen placing extreme pressure
on their child to practice and letting them pragtiased on their internal motivation.
Socioeconomic Status

Albert (2006) noted a relationship between SESstndent’s motivation for
success in school. Albert suggests the same nedtijp is possible between SES and
students’ participation in instrumental music pags. The cost of participation in
instrumental programs may be a deterrent to thialiparticipation and the continued
participation of students from low socioeconomickmrounds (Albert, 2006). Frakes,
(1984) found that the dropout rate in choral praggavas higher than the rate in band
programs and that most of this took place in juhigh. Tipps (2003) suggested that
once the financial investment in an instrument masle students were more likely to
continue in the program.

Bonifati (1997) interviewed the parents of 19 instental students (age 9 - 13)

who were identified by the students’ music teaclasrsuccessful. Bonifati identified
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the parents’ musical background, musical activjteesl SES through questionnaires
and interviews. Bonifati did not find a correlatibatween SES and success in
instrumental studies, but this may have been dtieetemall number of participants in
the study. Conversely, Klinedinst (1991) found S&%e a significant factor in
predicting instrumental performance achievementratehtion in instrumental
programs for fifth-grade students. Klinedinst utiesl Hollingshead two-factor index
to identify SES and used teacher rating (basedsmal@ developed by Klinedinst) to
measure students’ potential for success. Even thedigolastic ability in math and
reading achievement was the strongest predictorusical success, SES was the
strongest predictor of retentioR € 6.82), followed by self-concept in muske £

5.41), readingK = 4.39), scholastic ability«= 3.56), and math achievemeht%
3.17). Brandstrém (2000) found that 12- and 13-drchildren of parents with
middle and high-level professional occupations laigti-academic backgrounds were
approximately twice likely as children of manudbdaers to attend a Municipal Music
School, thereby supporting the conclusion that 8&San important relationship to
musical success.

Fitzpatrick (2006) measured the effects of SESiastlumental performance
in students = 15,431) grades 9 - 12 in the Columbus Ohio RUbthools. Student
SES was identified by free and reduced lunch rexofte researcher obtained the
Ohio Proficiency Test (OPT) scores in writing, regg mathematics, science and
citizenship for all students in grades 4, 6, anHi&patrick divided the students into

two groups according to instrumental and non-imsemtal participation. The OPT
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scores from grade 4 were linked to the studentsréuinstrumental or non-
instrumental status. The researcher compared tbersis SES to their OPT scores. In
7 of the 12 OPT sub-tests, high SES students aatd@dl other students. Instrumental
students outperformed non-instrumental studendd ereas for students of similar
SES. Instrumental students of similar SES begah wgher OPT scores. By ninth
grade, instrumentalists of low SES outscored netrumentalists of high SES.

Dunlap (1975) explored the effect of SES, race, roomity size, and the
presence of a father in the home on the musicaéaement of studentdN(=472) in
Mississippi and Arkansas. Dunlap found that SE®etated positively with music
achievement among all the students of the samplearong students in each of the
sub-groups. The sub-groups in Dunlap’s study werekistudents, urban students,
and metropolitan students. Dunlap based his measunteof SES on Warner’s (1960)
four-aspect index. Warner identified SES througtupation, income, housing, and
dwelling area. Each of the four aspects was medsurea 7-level scale. Warner then
weighted each aspect to determine a family’s saooemic index. Warner weighed
occupation by 4, source of income by 3, house byp®, and dwelling area by 2.

Socioeconomic measurement instruments

Sociologists have grappled with the problem of \eglentifications of
occupations versus overly specific identificatioh®ccupations (Van Leeuwen,
Mass, & Miles 2004). Goyder and Frank (2007) creéatedes for occupational status
based on skills involved in the occupation. Theerskill-types developed by Goyder

and Frank were 1) business, finance and adminigratcupations; 2) natural and
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applied sciences and related occupations; 3) heatthpations; 4) occupations in
social science, education, government serviceyaiglon; 5) occupations in art,
culture, recreation, and sport; 6) sales and secupations; 7) trades, transport and
equipment operators, and related occupations; &@)pations unique to primary
industry; and 9) occupations unique to processimajufacturing and utilities. Two
problems existed in using this scale. First, ttdeswas too vague to place all of the
data accurately and confidently. Second, the sddieed Canadian data that did not
follow the criteria generally used in studies ie thnited States.

Osborn (1987) observed that before 1950 SES wascoiy measured by the
occupational status of the male head of the houdelbe Hollingshead Index of
Social Position and the Duncan Socioeconomic Iraase been widely used to
identify SES (Osborn, 1987). The most notable gobin Duncan’s index is poor
reliability when occupational descriptions are ioyperly converted into occupational
codes. Researchers need to be significantly tramedplement the complex coding
system of theJ. S. Census Index of Occupations and Industriéstla@ Dictionary of
Occupation Titles from the U. S. Department of Lrafddiller & Salkind, 2002).

Deonandan, Campbell, Ostbye, Tummon, and Robe(&00) compared
seven socioeconomic measures that were based opation, education and income.
Four of the measures (Blishen, Pineo-Porter, Hgdlread, and British) used self-
reported data. Three measures relied on estimatesopation, income, and
education based on zip code information (Deonanelaal,, 2000). Deonandan’s, et

al., concern with the self-reporting measures \wasrnvestigators’ subjectivity in
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categorizing the occupations. Deonandan, et alnda high correlation between the
four self-reporting measures, but a low correlabetween the self-reporting and the
postal-code measures.

Researchers have reported high reliability andditglin Hollingshead and
Redlich’s (1958) measure of SES. The Hollingshéagkt-factor index consists of
occupation, education, and residence scales. kr toduse the residential scale, the
researcher must map the geographical area thatngasses the research participants
into residential zones. The subjectivity of ratmgjghborhoods and the impracticality
of mapping residential zones caused the three+faudex to be less widely received
by researchers than the two-factor index (Osbd@87)1 Hollingshead’s two-factor
index includes an occupational scale and an edutscale (Miller & Salkind,

2002). Hollingshead’s two-factor and three-factataxes correlate highly with judged
class status. The two-factor index correlationis9406 and the three-factor
correlation isR = .942 (Hollingshead & Redlich, 1958). Hollingsdesnd Redlich’s
measures of social position show a strong corogiat Ellis, Lane, and Olesen’s
(1963) index of class position (Miller & Salkind)@2). Longitudinal studies that have
used the Hollingshead occupational status indexxateld that Hollingshead’s scale is
as strong as any of the other prominent scale&8f(&lomczynski, Miller, & Kohn,
1981).

The Hollingshead scale was reprinted inlt@dbook of Research Design and
Social MeasuremeriMiller & Salkind, 2002, p. 462-469) with updatédancial

information on the occupational scale. Hollingsheatgorized nearly 200
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occupations into seven levels of occupational statwllingshead identified seven
levels of educational status in the education s@diier & Salkind, 2002). The
highest occupational level in the household andtgkest educational level in the
household represented the occupational and edneatevels of each household
(Davis-Kean, 2005). Table 1 describes the sevesidenf the occupational and
educational scales.

In Hollingshead’s two-factor index, occupation isighted by seven and
education is weighted by four. Hollingshead catexgat the total of the weighted
scores, based on the population of New Haven, @Tfive social classes. Class | was
the lowest socioeconomic class with a range of .1The range of class Il was 18-31,

class Ill was 32-47, class IV was 48-63, and clasgs 64-77 (Miller, 1991).
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Table 1

Hollingshead’s Occupational and Educational Scale

Level Occupation Education

1 Higher executives of large concerns, Graduate professional
proprietors, and major professionals training

2 Business managers, proprietors of medium- Standard college or

sized businesses, and lesser professionals university graduation

3 Administrative personnel, owners of small Partial college training
businesses, and minor professionals (completed at least one year)
4 Clerical and sales workers, technicians, and High school graduation

owners of small businesses
5 Skilled manual employees Partial high school
(at least 10th grade)
6 Machine operators and semiskilled employees  dingh school
(7th-9th grade)
7 Unskilled employees Less than 7 years of

school

Motivation and Attribution Theory
According to Asmus (1985a) the effect of motivatigron musical
achievement is poorly understood. An inequalitynoftivation exists in many

classrooms. In order to promote student motivatieachers must understand what
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motivates their students. Students’ appearancazoidss, weak character, and
shortsightedness are commonly misdiagnosed as eymspif apathy. Teachers need
to be able to differentiate between causal attioimstof success or failure and
perceived characteristics of apathy (Legette, 2088enberg (1970) identified low
self-concept as the primary cause of low musichieasement. Greenberg’s study
indicated that low achievement in pitch matchingwat a result of a musical factor,
but an emotional or psychological factor. Hylto®81) conversely suggests that
musical experience appears to create a positinsagie. Attribution theory suggests
that students consider ability (internal-stablelaitions) and effort (internal-unstable
attributions) to be the primary reasons for suceessfailure in music among
elementary, middle, and high school students (And®97; Asmus, 1986a, 1986b;
Legette, 1998, 2003).

In a 4-year longitudinal study, Rathunde and Csksnihalyi (1993) assessed
high school freshmen’$\(= 208) performance in math, science, music, and art
Undivided interest appeared to be a factor for ssigen academics (math and science)
and performance (music and art). Undivided inteiseatconcept that Dewey (1933, p.
209-213) described as being “playful and serioub@tsame time.” Students must
enjoy a task while having a goal. Piaget (1962,68) observed that play satisfies the
ego and provides sensory-motor or intellectuak&attion. Rathunde &
Csikszentmihalyi (1993) asserted that assimilatiba task is accomplished through
repetition. Piaget (1962, p. 182-192) describedhakgion as the incorporation of

new information into one’s current knowledge. Raithe: & Csikszentmihalyi referred
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to the assimilation process in terms of masteritggh. Interest must be present in
order for this repetition to take place. Rathundeé @sikszentmihalyi adjusted for the
effects of family support and income, scholastititage, achievement orientation, and
gender in their data. They found a positive cotietabetween undivided interest and
talent mastery, undivided interest and teachengatiand undivided interest and
subjective engagement. Students with multiple tade®as may regard each talent area
differently. They may focus on one talent areghtéxclusion of another simply
because of time limitations. To correct for thiw tesearchers deleted all data from
multiply-talented students and performed the samaiestical analysis. The researchers
found that the resulting data were almost identicdhe data that was analyzed with
the inclusion of multiply-talented students.

Asmus (1985a, 1985b) utilized the concepts offaition theory to understand
elements of students’ success or failure in mu#sscaus presented a two-question
survey to 118 sixth- grade students. The parti¢cgpatiended three different schools.
Twenty of the participants attended a middle cfem®chial school, 55 of them
attended an inner city school, and 43 of them d#dran affluent suburban public
school. The students identified five reasons theielbed some students do well in
music. In the second question, the students idedtiive reasons they believe some
students do not do well in music. The responseg wategorized according to one of
four causal categories: ability, task difficultyck, or effort. The attributions
associated with the categories were stable or altadtie (ability and task difficulty),

unstable or uncontrollable (luck and effort), imigr(ability and effort), and external
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(task difficulty). The results did not indicateigrgficant difference in the attributions
for success and the attributions for failure. Usang x 2 repeated measures
multivariate ANOVA, Asmus found a significant difece in attributions between
the schools. Students at the parochial schoolifteshibility as the primary cause for
success or failure. Students at the inner city gicidentified effort as the primary
cause. Students at the suburban schools idenéibiditly and effort as the primary
causes. Students at all schools identified luck ssason for failure, but the parochial
school students identified luck less than studentise other two schools. Asmus was
surprised that internal-stable attributes weremmotte prevalent, because society often
considers musical skill to be a “gift.”

Asmus (1986b) expanded the study of attributiomt¢tude studentd\ = 589)
in grades 4 - 12 in instrumental, vocal, and gdmatesic. Females ascribed internal-
stable attributes to success and failure more tin@ies did. Students tended to ascribe
stable attributions to success and external-urestathlibutes to failure. As grade levels
increased, students shifted from internal-unstatitéutes to internal-stable
attributes. The shift from effort related to alyilielated success indicated a decrease
in persistence in the older students. The studyigmphat that teachers need to
encourage students with effort-related attributighsmus, 1986Db).

The Asmus Motivating Factors Measure (AMF) is ohenm measures that
comprise the Asmus Measures of Motivation in MygiMMM) (Asmus, 1985a).
The AMF measures Effort, Background, Classroom gmvnent, Musical Ability,

and Affect for Music. Asmus developed the AMMM hgllecting more than 5,000
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statements from music students in 4th through @Pades. A different group of high
school music students € 540) rated the appropriateness of the 125 nawmatmon
statements about success and failure in music (8si@86b). Through a factor
analysis, Asmus identified the five factors, retate success in instrumental students,
which comprised the AMF. The factors were EfforacBground, Classroom
Environment, Musical Ability, and Affect for Musi®eliability for the five scales
ranged from .60 to .90 (Asmus, 1986a, 1987, 1988yuds & Harrison, 1994). Asmus
used the same process to develop three scalesisorgpghe Motivation Magnitude
Measure, which is the second measure in of the AM{ASMus, 1989).

Asmus compared a teacher ranking of the studenistiae results of the
AMMM to establish criterion-related validity. Criien-related validity was low.
Asmus questioned whether using a teacher rankirsgavgaitable criteria to establish
validity as teachers might use significantly diéfet criteria to measure motivation
than the students do, as indicated on their regsoms the AMMM. To establish
construct validity Asmus compared the factor aresdysf the individual motivating
factors scales and magnitude of motivating scaldee AMMM. Construct validity of
the AMF was strong in that the factors of the matiivg factors scales were identical
to the factors on the AMMM. The factors found i tinagnitude of motivation scale
revealed low construct validity in relation to tA®MM. Reliability for Asmus’ AMF
measure waa =.728. Asmus found that the stability dimensiorsweore difficult to

define in the external and emotional dimension thaninternal dimension of affect
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for music. This might be because the classroomrenrient that is related to external
dimensions fluctuates more than the affect for musi

Legette (1993) examined the effect of Effort, Backod, Classroom
Environment, Musical Ability, and Affect for Musmn college studentsN(= 105)
success in a beginning guitar class. Legette use85 item Music Attribution
Orientation Scale (MAOS) (Asmus, 1988) to invedtighe differences between
music majorsi{ = 43) and non-music majors £ 62). The MAOS contained five sub-
scales identified as Effort, Background, Classra&&mironment, Musical Ability, and
Affect for Music. Both groups collectively and eagtoup individually placed the
most importance on Effort, followed in order, byfédt for Music, and Musical
Ability. Music majors placed more importance onteatthe three attributions than
non-music majors did. No statistical differencesgad between music majors and
non-music majors for the causal attributions oslanvironment and background.
The study confirms Asmus’ (1985a, 1985b, 1986Mjifigs that students attribute
ability and effort to success and failure in mu3ise researcher unexpectedly found
that the non-music majors often performed bettan thhe music majors did. Legette
speculated that music majors did not believe thighise effort and ability were
necessary in this class. They were not as concetineat performance and skill
acquisition in this particular class. Non-music argjmay have viewed the class as an
opportunity to develop a new skill.

Legette (1998) found that high school studeNts(1,114) identified musical

ability as the strongest attributé € 4.12 on a 5 point Likert-type scale) for success.
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Using the Asmus (1988) MAQOS, Legette investigatédrg Background, Classroom
Environment, Musical Ability, and Affect for Musid@.he second strongest attribute
was Effort M = 4.04). Legette analyzed the differences duehoacsystem and
gender through ttest for two independent samples. Students inscityols indicated
significantly higher attributions of success fofdgf, and Musical Ability p < .02)
than students in county schools, but significaldiyer for Class Environmenp&
.02).

Attributions of Effort, Background, Musical Abilitgnd Affect for Music,
increased significantly from elementary to midataeol and from middle to high
school p<.02). Females indicated higher attributionssieccess in Effort,
Background, Class Environment, and Affect for MUgpi& .02) while males indicated
a higher attribution for success in Musical Abilify< .02). Legette’s results were
consistent with earlier findings of students’ emgihan ability and effort. The fact
that females emphasized effort more than maledictad with earlier studies that
identified females as more external than malebeir @attributions. The analysis
revealed that students attending city schools placere importance on Effort and
Music Ability, but the students from the county sols placed more importance on
Class Environment. One-way ANOVAs revealed no sigamt differences between
school levels for Class Environment, but the sttslettributions of Effort,
Background, Musical Ability, and Affect for Musiocreased as the school grade level

increased. Legette concluded that teachers shatddtine importance of ability and
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effort as causal attributions for success andrail8tudents who perceive ability as a
cause for failure will be likely to expect contimbfailure in music despite their effort.

Legette (2003) compared the attributions of stuglengrades 3 through 5I(
= 301) in two contrasting elementary schools. Sttglan school A were 95%
Caucasian, 3% African American, and 18% free ouced lunch. Students in school
B were 15% Caucasian, 75% African American, and &@¥ or reduced lunch.
Students in both schools indicated that Effort Bhusical Ability were the most
important causal attributions for success and failo music. Males indicated more
importance for Effort and Affect for Music than fafas did. School B ranked
background and affect for music as more importaan tschool A did. Legette
maintained that the perceived importance of efbduld be encouraging for teachers.
However, Legette warned that if teachers treatreffione as a cause for failure, then
some students who have tried hard, but not beeressful, could become even more
discouraged.

Schmidt (2005) examined the achievement orientatf300 band students.
Schmidt’s variables were task/learning and perforeeéego. Schmidt investigated the
relationships among achievement orientations,s®itzept in instrumental music, and
attitude to band compared to teachers’ ratingseedibpmance achievement and effort,
practice time (self-reported) and demographics,randic experience. Through a
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), Schmidt soutghtdentify the factor structure
that underlay the motivation variables. Schmidnthrevestigated the relationship of

the factors to performance ratings, effort, practime, music experience, and
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demographics. Students completed a 5-point Likgré-survey. Schmidt found that
most students had a strong musical self-concepttdv\aand cooperative orientations
had the highest means and competitive and egotatiens and commitment to band
had the lowest means. Commitment to band correfatedively with intrinsic,
cooperative, mastery, individual orientations, aatl-concept. The competitive and
ego orientations correlation, the approach sucaedsavoid failure orientations
correlation, and the mastery and intrinsic orieatet correlation were all high.
Schmidt concluded that proper motivation is criticestudent success in instrumental
music at all age levels (Schmidt, 2005).
All-State Participants

Despite the range of measurements for successsicntie opportunities for
assessing and predicting student success remaimsléhof the individual teacher.
The inconsistencies in criteria for teacher recomsta¢ions of students and the
inconsistencies in grading practices for music etiisl cause difficulties in using the
criteria for research purposes. The most consistesgssments of students take place
at music festivals. State music education associsfprovide music festivals and
competitions as opportunities for student assesshyeexpert judges. This type of
assessment takes place in a setting that provides objectivity than the classroom
setting. Auditions for all-state festivals provideneasurement for individual student
performance achievement for choral and band stadbtany of the constructs found
in the available measurements of musical aptitudieaehievement are used in the

performance assessment criteria for the all-sestvals.
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Tobin (2005) chronicled the development of all-st&stivals from the 1950s
to the present and found little research on thetiogiship between all-state festivals
and the participating students and their music atloic. Tobin surveyed 727 all-state
participants from Massachusetts to investigatedlaionship of all-state participation
to music, academic, leadership, and extracurri@dtvities. Tobin found a
significant relationship between all-state partatipn and academic success. Tobin
considered the all-state audition process to l®aoigs enough to claim that the all-
state participants were the best musicians inttte.s

Lien and Humphries (2001) noted some non-musicabfa influenced all-
state audition results. All-state bands must acsetents based on the number of
positions for each instrument in the band. Distasfdbe students to the audition site
seemed to be a factor that resulted in a largebeumf students from large cities and
large schools auditioning for all-state positiodiimately, the selected students from
the audition pool were chosen as a result of thacess in the audition (Lien &
Humphries, 2001).

In a study that included 48 states and the DistfiColumbia, all but one of the
states reported holding all-state choral festiyislsCord 2003). Twenty-nine (59.2%)
of the state music associations included in thdysheld live auditions within regions
of the state. Eight states (16.3%) auditioned thdents at one central location. Four
states (8.2%) auditioned the students at a disévetl and a regional level. Eight
states (16.3%) auditioned the students througlrdedomediums. Only three of the

states in the study used teacher recommendatithe asiteria for all-state
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participation. Most of the states that used judged one to three judges per audition.
Nineteen states (39.6%) provided only one judgeapdition, 12 states (24.5%)
provided two judges per audition and 16 states/@@2 provided three or more judges
per audition. The highest number of judges usedapéition was four: one judge per
voice part (SSAATTBB). The number of judges usededhby grade level and the
number of voices heard per judge varied when aarditg multiple voice parts in one
audition. Sight-singing, foreign language, andseadd arpeggio requirements varied
from state to state (McCord, 2003).
Summary

A review of the research literature concerningdextind characteristics of
successful musicians reveals four principal obgemsa. Much of the research of the
past 40 years has focused on factors and chastgwf successful instrumental
students. A substantial amount of research hasiigeded musical aptitude in general
music students in public schools. A significantdvekists in the understanding of
factors and characteristics of successful vocalduadal students. Further research is

necessary to effectively identify the criteria thafine success in music.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODS AND PROCEDURES

Participants

The participants in this study were 403 studentslied in high school choral
and band classes in the southeastern United STatesesearcher contacted schools in
Alabama, Georgia, and Tennessee that had high muhbaudents participating in
all-state band and choir. All students in the charal band classes, with appropriate
parental permission, were eligible to participat¢hie survey. Students who had
auditioned and been selected to participate istate festivals were identified as
successful in performance achievement in music.stineple of all choral and band
students in the participating schools represettegbopulation of southeastern high
school choral and band students who attended sshothl significant participation in
all-state festivals.
All-State Selection Criteria

Audition procedures varied in Alabama, Georgia, dadnessee, but were
similar enough to operationalize successful peréoroe achievement as all-state
participation. Alabama, Georgia, and Tennesseetaiagd state music associations
connected to the Music Educators National Converdiod state bandmaster’s

associations. Alabama and Georgia each maintaineda association. The
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Tennessee Music Education Association (TMEA) maneiz three separate vocal
associations that were divided geographically egst (ETMEA), middle (MTMEA),
and west Tennessee (WTMEA). TMEA provided geneualgjines for all-state vocal
and all-state band auditions, but the MTMEA and WHAVhad additional guidelines
for their own area (Middle Tennessee Vocal AssamidtMTVA], 2006; Tennessee
Music Education Association [TMEA], 2006; West Tessee Vocal Association
[WTVA], (2005).

All of the vocal associations auditioned studentsperformance achievement.
Aspects of the audition process and assessmeethamong the associations. All of
the vocal associations except the Georgia Vocabédiaion (GVA) required students
to learn their vocal part for the selected allestztoral repertoire. All of the vocal
associations except the GVA auditioned studenssnall groups. The number of
judges required to audition the small groups oividdials varied among the
associations. The AVA, ETVA, and MTVA required thié students audition on their
vocal part for the music in the all-state repedoirhe Alabama Vocal Association
(AVA) required students to audition without accomipaent for repertoire that is
written for a cappella choir. WTVA stated that, “stndent may be required to sing
from memory or a cappella” (WTVA, 2005). AVA reged only that students prepare
their vocal part for the selected choral repertoliaole 2 illustrates the all-state
audition requirements for the vocal associationgegang the participants of this
study (Alabama Vocal Association [AVA], 2006; Gemrd/lusic Educators

Association [GMEA], 2007; MTVA, 2006; TMEA, 2006; WA, 2005).
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Table 2

Vocal Associations’ Audition Requirements

Vocal PartJudging  Sight-reading Scales

TonalMemory  Solo

AVA  1judge, knowledgeNot Not required

of part, intonation,
voice quality

GVA  Notrequired

required

Rhythm, intervals, Major, natural
starting and, ending minor,

pitch, range chromatic

ETVA 2judges per quartelNot required Not required

4 judges per octet
MTVA 5judges selected

from participating

teachers,

blind audition
WTVA 3judges,

diction, technical

accuracy, pitch,

rhythm,

Not required Not required

Starting pitch, correctNot required

notes and rhythms

Not Not required

required

Pitch, rhythm 4 examples
diction, tone, 5 notes each
interpretation

Not Not required
required

Not Not required

required

Not Not required

required
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Bandmaster’s associations in Alabama, Georgia,T@mhessee assessed
student performance achievement in the all-statievéd auditions. The bandmaster’s
associations required major and minor scales, gipsgsight-reading exercises, and
prepared studies, exercises, or etudes of alliand#s. Percussionists were required
to audition on snare, xylophone, and timpani (Atabaviusic Educators Association
[AMEA], 2007; GMEA, 2006; TMEA, 2006).

School Selection Procedures

The researcher contacted representatives of thed gesociations and
bandmasters associations in Alabama, Florida, Geeagd Tennessee by email and
telephone to identify band and choral programs wighgreatest number of students
participating in all-state festivals in 2007 andd80The AVA provided copies of the
2008 concert programs listing all-state particisgft. Edmundson, personal
communication, March 25, 2008). The ABA (G. Gogairsonal communication,
April 3, 2008), TBA (Z. Williamson, personal commaation, April 2, 2008), and the
band division of GMEA (G. Gribble, personal comnuation, March 24, 2008)
provided lists of all-state band participants. Tésearcher purchased a list of vocal
all-state festival participants from the FVA (E. Nlmmara, personal communication,
March 31, 2008). Lists of vocal all-state studemése retrieved from the Tennessee
vocal associations’ web sites (ETVA, 2008; MTVAO3) WTVA, 2008).

Schools that had both choir and band all-state neesnlvere selected to
eliminate effects of differing school emphases baoras or band programs. It seemed

logical that schools with participation in both fmemance areas were more likely to
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have a balance of emphasis. Factors were notely tix be skewed by the emphasis
of the school. Fourteen Alabama schools, 14 Geaahaols, and 4 Tennessee
schools fit the criterion for the selection.

Distribution of all state choir members across id@ischools differed from the
distribution in Alabama, Georgia, and Tennessear Ftorida schools had the highest
number of vocal participants in the state: thregiggpants. Twenty-two schools had
two vocal participants and the remaining schoots dvadly one participant per school.
The limited number of students represented in sabbol resulted in a broad
representation of students from the state, buhdidnsure that the best vocalists in
the state were represented. The distribution digyeants from each school in
Alabama, Georgia, and Tennessee indicated thdttethtestudents were concentrated in
a smaller number of schools. Florida was not inetlioh the study for two reasons.
First, the distribution of all-state students inA¥id not represent performance
success as accurately as Alabama, Georgia, ance3ssm Secondly, the collection of
data that would include a significant number ofstilte participants was impractical.
Access and Permission

The study protocol was approved by the Auburn Unsit Institutional
Review Board’s expedited procedure. The reseamtr@acted prospective principals
or superintendents of 25 high schools to request garticipation in the study. The
researcher explained the procedures used to gearanbnymity and confidentiality
and provided each principal, teacher, and pareatdyan with contact information for

the researcher and the Auburn University Officélafman Subjects. The researcher
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initially contacted each principal by telephonal&scribe the study and ask
permission to administer the survey in their schtfghe principal was not authorized
by the school system to approve the research,rtheifal referred the researcher to
the appropriate administrator. Authorizations wanevided by superintendents,
assistant superintendents, accountability spetsaksaluation specialists, and fine
arts coordinators. (See Appendices C and D for Imusoéjects approval and
recruiting materials.)

The researcher sent a letter by email to the azihgrschool representatives
requesting written permission to administer theveyr A sample consent letter, to be
returned to the Office of Human Subjects Resear&uburn University, was
attached to the email. After the first two contatte researcher determined that it was
more efficient to indicate that a report would Ineadled to all administrators and
teachers who participated instead of having a r&tdoem for the report.
Upon receipt of the authorizing representative’taepermission, the researcher
contacted each band and choral director by phodegoribe the study, request their
consent to administer the survey to their classed,obtain student enroliment. After
confirmation from the Office of Human Subjects Raesé the researcher mailed each
director a packet containing a letter with instrags, two parent permission forms per
student, and one questionnaire per student.
Data Collection Procedures

Each teacher was asked to administer the Charstaterof High School Music

Students Survey (CHSMSS) to all students who haafrred a permission form
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during a band or choir class. The teacher or aniapgd student collected the
completed surveys and returned them with the psionidorms in a self-addressed,
postpaid envelope.
Instrument

Two previously developed instruments, AMF (Asmu83#, 1989) and PIM
(Zdzinski 1992, 1993) were combined to create thar@cteristics of High School
Music Students Survey (CHSMSS) (see Appendix A) .

Evaluation of Pilot Study

A pilot study was designed to evaluate the dateectwdn procedures and the
survey instrument. Two hundred music students &utu High School were recruited
for a pilot study of validity and reliability of ¢hinstrument and procedures. An
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was used to idgrifactors related to student
participation in band and chorus. The resulting®arsize of 80 (13 choral students
and 68 band students) was too small for factoryargl The KMO Measure of
Sampling Adequacy Test (KMO = .21) was below .70 imdlicated inadequate
correlations to proceed with factor analysis. TiM®result was expected because of
the small sample size. A minimum of 642 particiganas necessary to perform a
factor analysis for the 74 items in the survey (Btsy Gamst, & Guarino, 2006, p.
567).

The band students completed the 89-item CHSMSSgupee Appendix B)
during class time and the choral students complstedurvey at home. Twenty

percent § = 14) of the group that took the survey home &b Bf the group that
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took the survey in class returned completed quaséimes. When the band director
and choral director were asked their opinions comng taking the survey in class,
both affirmed that it should be taken in class. ©nerus student was excluded from
the study, because no effort to respond correctly apparent. One band student was
excluded from the study, because the student didespond to most of the items.

The ages of the participants ranged from 14 M & (16.25,SD= 1.0). One
student was 14 years old and nine students weyed8 old. The participants were
evenly distributed across grades 10 - 12: 28 sophesn 27 juniors, and 25 seniors.
Most of the students lived with both parents (81).2%@ distinction was made
between parents and stepparents in the numbereftgdiving at home. Only one
student reported living with a guardian with nogras at home. The mean number of
siblings in the families of the participants waSQ@,.which included siblings living at
home and those not living at home.

The average family occupational level, educatidenal, and SES are shown
in Table 3. The average SES of the families inpil@ study ranks in highest category
of Hollingshead’s (1958) index of social positidine highest category is defined by a
score of 64-77. Nearly half the families (41.2%)red 77 on the Hollingshead index

and 74.9 % of the families scored 64 or higher.
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Table 3

SES of Pilot Study Participants

M SD
Occupational Level 6.29 1.38
Educational Level 6.62 .60
SES 68.26 11.23

Six items were deleted from the survey as a regutte pilot study. ltem 76,
“years of private lessons,” and item 77, “amounpiaictice time,” did not converge
into any of the factor components. The two itentsribt sufficiently relate to the
research questions so they were removed from treMFS. In the dataset, item 78
(all-state chorus) and item 79 (all-state band)eveermbined into a categorical
variable identifying the student as a band parictpr choir participant. ltem 80
identified the number of parents living at homeonty one parent lived at home, the
data coding was different for father and motheruBing different coding for each
parent, the researcher could identify whether thexe any difference in performance
achievement, parental involvement, or motivatinggdes between fathers and mothers
in single parent homes. After reviewing the resuhe researcher determined that the
guestions about parents living at home (item 8@d)rmmmber of siblings (item 81) did
not add any benefit to the survey beyond the iteoma Zdzinski’'s (1992, 1993) PIM.
Items 80 and 81 were deleted from the demograguiiosn. Data from item 84

(number of brothers) and item 85 (number of sijt@ese coded in one cell as number
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of siblings, but the items were deleted from theSBAES, because they did not
sufficiently relate to the research questions. déletions left only items that were
included in the Asmus (1985a) scale and the Zdzi{{1€92, 1993) scale to be
analyzed. Some of the responses to the questiang phrents’ occupations were
answered with descriptions that were too generahtegorize so the researcher added,
“Please be as specific as possible” to those quresti
Structure of the CHSMSS

Items 1 through 35 on the CHSMSS were designedtiwélsame wording and
formatting as the AMF to measure students’ motorafactors through attributions of
success and failure in music. The responses weledaoto SPSS on a scale of 1
(“not important at all”) to 5 (“extremely importdit Iltems 36 through 74 were
identical to PIM items and measured family backgwand parental involvement.
Items 36 through 50 were from the PI-F subscaldhdfstudent’s response to an item
was A, indicating that the parent(s) were alway®ived, the item was coded as 5. A
response of E, indicating that the parent(s) wereninvolved, was coded as 1. Items
51 through 74 represented the PI-D subscale. I§tingent indicated that neither
parent was involved in items 51 through 65, thmiteas coded as 0. If the father only
or mother only was involved, the item was coded.d§both parents were involved,
the item was coded as 2. Items 67 through 73 medgarental involvement in
creating a home music environment through yes @dd®r no (coded 0) responses.
Item 74 measured a degree of parental involvenweridnd students based on

instrument ownership. School owned instruments weded as 1, rented instruments
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were coded as 2, and family owned instruments weded 3. Students indicated their
membership in band or chorus in item 75.

In order to maintain confidentiality in the surveysd to minimize threats to
internal validity, teacher recommendation was rs&duas the criteria for identifying
students who are successful in band or choral pedoce achievement. Selection
validity (Pedhazur & Schmelkin 1991) would haver@opardized because
variances in teachers’ criteria for success wotgéte inconsistencies in the success
group. If the teacher identified the students befbe survey was administered, the
students’ responses would have been subject to@osagory rivalry or resentful
demoralization (Pedhazur & Schmelkin 1991). If th&cher identified the students
after the survey was administered implementatiothefsurvey could not have been
anonymous and the participants might not haveredt to express their opinions.

The criteria used to establish performance achiew¢mwas the students’
participation in all-state band or chorus. In Alaiza Georgia, and Tennessee, expert
judges assessed the band students’ according tlarsmeasurements of success and
the choral students according to similar measur¢grarsuccess. Students’
performance achievement in chorus or band wasifahby all-state chorus or band
participation in item 76. Students responded tm i by listing the number of years
they had participated in all-state chorus or bdim response to all-state participation
was treated as a dichotomous variable. Any respoingee or more years was
identified as successful achievement in performaReeticipation was operationalized

by labeling participation of one or more years @@ non-participation as 1.
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The 89-item version of the CHSMSS used for thetgtody differed slightly
from the final 83-item survey as was explainechim description of the pilot study.
The last portion of the CHSMSS identified demogrephformation about the
students. Students were asked to indicate thetlegeage, and grade level. The
survey contained four questions to identify SESceoning each parent’s occupation
and education. The format of the occupation and&titen items was patterned after
Dunlap’s (1975) survey. SES was classified usirgHbllingshead Index of Social
Position (Hollingshead & Redlich, 1958).

The researcher took steps to identify students mvigiht have been surveyed
twice. The researcher numbered each survey in @ txachoral group within a
specific school so that the subject number in SPR&8hed the survey number written
on the survey. The researcher catalogued the sau@apers for each group. None of
the participants indicate that they participateand and chorus, so no further steps
were warranted to eliminate duplicates.

Data Analysis

The data analysis was designed to address thesrsamd research questions
of the study. The primary purpose of this study teaislentify the contributions of
parental involvement, motivating factors (attrilouis of success), and SES to
performance achievement among high school musiengiole members. The
secondary purpose of this study was to comparantsr@volvement, motivating
factors, and SES of high school choir and high sthand members. Parental

involvement was measured through the PIM scale.rmbigvating factors were
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identified through factor analysis of the AMF scaf®llingshead’s Two Factor Index

of Social Status was used to measure SES.

The research questions were stated as follows:

1. What are the parental support factors, motivatidmetors, and SES of high
school band and choir students who attend highashbat have both choir
and band students selected for all-state partioipat

2. How do the factors relate to membership in banchoir ensembles?

3. How do the factors relate to all-state participatio band and choir students?
Data was entered into SPSS (16.0) statistical so#wResearch question 1

was addressed through reliability analyses, CFAd,EEFAs. Internal consistency

reliability was established for each factor ideatfin the PIM scale, the three PIM
subscales in the PIM, and the AMF scale. Parent@lvement was determined

through the PIM sub-scale scores. The PI-F rangela- 75, the PI-D range was 0-

30, and the PI-C range was 9 — 18 (yes =2, no =1)

The researcher ran a CFA using AMOS (16.0) softw@enfirm that the
factor structure identified in the AMF scale (itefns 35) fit the current data sample.
Motivating factors related to band and chorus pgudition were identified through
EFA and CFA of the AMF scale. A CFA of the AMF sealas designed to minimize
the possibility of Type Il error in items 1 - 35h& CFA measured the fit of the current
data to the Asmus’ (1986b, 1989) model. (Asmusitladtified the factor structure

through a principal components factor analysis.)
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Two relative fit indices, the Normed Fit Index (NRind the Comparative Fit
Index (CFI), and one absolute fit index, the Ro@&av Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA), were calculated to fit thedel to the data (Guarino,
Shannon, & Ross, 2001). The NFI and CFI indicageitiprovement of the model
over the independence model, which assumes that &éne no relationships within the
data. The NFI and CFI are probability values tlhaige from 0 to 1 and should be >
.95 to indicate a good fit (Meyers, Gamst, & GuariB006, p. 575-576). “The
RMSEA is the average of the residuals between ltiserved correlation/covariance
from the sample and the expected model estimatead tihe population” and should be
< .08 (Meyers, Gamst, & Guarino, 2006, p. 576) cd&according to Schreiber,
Stage, King, Nora, and Barlow (2006).

After identifying the best factor structure fit tugh CFAs, the researcher ran a
principal components factor analysis with a varimatation. The factor loading of the
current sample was compared to Asmus’ (1989) fdotmting. The KMO Measure of
Sampling Adequacy Test,.¥0, was used to indicate whether adequate ctmesa
existed to proceed with factor analysis. Variablih correlations of .3 or higher
were identified as part of a component. Componeittseigenvalues 1 were
reported as contributors to the total variancéeffactors.

In a factor analysis, the terextracting component¥escribes the process of
grouping variables into componentscAmponents a group of variables in a factor
analysis that are highly correlated. Teddracted componengse identified only as

component 1, component 2, etc. The componentsrnaaaing as &ctor when the
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researcher identifies the component through thdasitres of variables in the
component. Once the researcher has labeled theocr@nts, they are referred to as
factors. Aneigenvaluandicates how much of variance of the initial goaf variables
is accounted for by one component. An eigenvalileeésum of the squarerf,

Research question 2 sought to identify the relatip of the factors to band
and choir participation and research question glisoto identify the relationship of
the factors to all-state participation. DFA waseadetined to be most appropriate
analysis to identify differences between band dmties members and all-state and
non-all-state participants, because the reseaudss nine continuous variables (AMF
factors, PIM subscales, and SES) to predict sudndsand students and choral
students (Asmus & Radocy, 1992, p 160; Meyers, GagnSuarino, 2006, chap. 7).
Pearson product-moment correlations were analyeegden the individual items of
the PIM scale and all-state participation. The elatrons were compared to the

correlations of individual PIM items found by Zdgka (1996).
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS

Introduction

The results of this study are organized accordinfe chronology of data
collection, and order of the analyses used to ansaeh of the research questions.
Three research questions are addressed througinaheses:
1. What are the parental support factors, motivatidaetiors, and SES of high
school band and choir students for all-state ppeton?
2. How do the factors relate to membership in banchoir ensembles?
3. How do the factors relate to all-state participatio band and choir students?
The sections included in the results chapter anseguesponse, reliability, factor
analysis of the AMF scale, comparison of meanggtation analysis of the PIM
scale, comparison of factors between groups, arl DF
Response Rate and Sample Characteristics

Thirty-three high schools in Alabama, Georgia, &ednessee had at least six
students participating in all-state band and sixlents participating in all-state chorus
during the 2007-2008 academic year. Fifteen osttiwols were in Alabama, 14 of
the schools were in Georgia, and 4 of the schoel®w Tennessee. Principals,
superintendents, or arts coordinators from 11 dehagreed to conduct the research in

63



their schools. The approval process for researtWwanschool systems in Georgia took
a minimum of three months for approval. If the sesh were approved, it would be
for the 2008-2009 academic year. The researchenatigursue approval from those
11 schools, because the other schools that resg@usitively accounted for
approximately 2,300 potential participants.

Administrators for 9 of the 11 schools who had edisbagreed to conduct the
research returned a letter of permission to theutubuniversity IRB. The researcher
sent 1,891 surveys to the band and choir directottse nine schools. Five schools
returned a combined 323 surveys for a return ralg%. These surveys and the 80
surveys collected in the pilot study representedi gdrticipants from six schools,
resulting in a return rate of 19.27%. The minimwample size needed for a factor
analysis was 50 plus 8 multiplied by the numbevasfables (34), or 322 participants
(Meyers, Gamst, & Guarino, 2006, p. 567). Thirtyfof the 35 variables in the AMF
were analyzed through factor analysis. The resedascntent was to survey both band
and chorus students in each school, but the redisueveys did not include students
from both programs in all the schools. Only twoeal had participation from both
band and chorus students. The sample, howevethmebjective of surveying band
and choral students from schools in which both g had significant
representation at all-state festivals (see Table 4)

The mean age of the 403 participants was 16.0Xrenthean grade level was
10.28. The participants included 185 (45.9%) chgarsicipants and 218 (54.1%)

band participants. One hundred forty-two partictsg5.9%) were male and 257
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(63.8%) were female. Three participants did nogpoesl to the gender survey item.
One hundred twenty-four (30.8%) of the participantBcated participation in one or
more years of all-state ensembles including 58uhparticipants and 66 band
participants.

Table 4

Summary of Participants by State and Ensemble Type

Schools Band Chorus Total P
AL 4 154 89 243 60.30
GA 1 64 0 64 15.88
TN 1 0 96 96 23.82
Total 6 218 185 403 100.00

Research Question 1
Three scales were used to identify factors reladdshnd and chorus

participation. Parental involvement factors wereniified through the PIM,
motivational factors were identified through the AMand SES was measured through
Hollingshead’s Index of Social Position.

Reliability

Reliabilities for PIM and AMF scales were estimatieugh calculation of
Cronbach’s alpha. Reliability coefficients for tieee PIM sub-scales are presented in
Table 5 with comparisons to Zdzinski’s findings.Pi#iability (a = .911) was greater

than Zdzinski's = .848. Reliability estimates for the five factanghe AMF are
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presented in Table 6. The AMF reliability was = .905 M = 132.98SD= 16.28),
which was greater than Asmus’ (1986a, 1986b, 188&)rted AMF reliability =

728 M = 118.58SD = 16.81) and Zdzinski's (1996)=.866( = 118.58SD=
16.81).

Table 5

Reliability of Zdzinski’s PIM Scale and Sub-scales

Scale Zdzinski Hickok

M SD M SD
PIM 50.08 12.741 .848 63.09 17.172 911
PI-F 35.57 8.726 36.56 10.800 .859
PI-D 14.30 5.313 11.52 8.067 .840
PI-C 11.98 2.009 .641
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Table 6

Reliability of Asmus’ AMF Scale

Scale Asmus Zdzinski Hickok
M SD M SD
AMF 728 118.58 16.807 .866 132.98 16.277 .905
Effort 2482 4.195 854
Classroom 22.48 4.492 .790
Ability 26.14 3.748 .853
Background 17.33 4.918 .806
Affect 24.04 3.882 .765

Parental Involvement

Parental support factors were measured througRittle The frequency of

parental involvement, the degree of parental inmignt and the home music

environment were established through the threecsildss of the PIM (Zdzinski, 1993).

The range of the PI-D sub-scale was changed t@@ #em 74 on the survey referred

to instrument ownership. The item was relevantandostudents, but not choral

students, so it was deleted.

Analysis of Motivating Factors

The fit of Asmus’ factor model to the current datas identified through a

CFA. The NFI in Asmus’ 35-item model indicated apfit (see Table 7). The CFlI
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indicated a slightly better fit, but still poor. #iRMSEA was .070 indicating a good fit
of the model to the data according to the critefig .08 suggested by Meyers, Gamst,
and Guarino (2006, p. 574). The RMSEA, however mitimeet the criteria of < .06
recommended by Schreiber et al. (2006). Althoughptteliminary fit indices

indicated a poor factor structure, the internalststency reliability indicated that the
AMF factor structure was appropriate for the curistndy. The CFA fit indices were
slightly better when item 27 “afford a good instremti’ was deleted from the Asmus
model. The researcher determined that although 2gmvas relevant to band
participants, it was not relevant to choral papicits. Further explanation concerning
the researcher’s decision to use the 34-item medetluded in the following section
on EFAs. Table7 shows a comparison of the fit iesliof the model with 35 variables
to the model with 34 variables. The fit indiceglud 34-variable model are reported

for all participants, band students only, and ce@tudents only.
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Table 7

Fit Indices of the Asmus Model and Study Data

Fit All participants  All participants Band Chorus
Index 35 items 34 items 34 items 34 items
NFI 729 .739 .662 .635
CFlI .799 .807 .763 .756
RMSEA .070 .070 .081 .080
2 2.991* 2.984* 2.436% 2.176%
*=p<.01

Chi-square tests were calculated to compare theeB#and the 35-item
models (Thompson, 2004). The fit of the model waghsy better again when all 8 of
the variables that did not load into the originaidal were omitted. The NFI, CFI, and
RMSEA fit indices were similar for the band panpiants and chorus participants, but
were not as good as in indices for all participahtge chi-square value was better for
the band and chorus models than for the model aligparticipants. In all cases the
model % was significanti§ < .01). EFAs were used to determine variancesdn th
factor structure that could improve the fit of thedel for the current study. Nine
variables in the current data set loaded onto corpis other than the original Asmus
model with loading coefficients greater than .&isecond component. As seen in
Appendix E, in six of the nine cases, the secomdpoment was the same factor in

which the variable loaded in Asmus’ model. The ¢hwariables that loaded into
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component 6 were variables that Asmus identifiedaakground variables. The
variable that did not indicate any relationshighe original factor structure was
“being able to afford a good instrument” (item Z&lee survey).

It is reasonable to assume that the deletion ofithe variables that did not
load as expected would create a better fit of tbdeh Variables with poor fit can be
deleted from the model until only variables thatlie model well are retained.
Although the model can be made to fit, valuableadebuld be omitted. The same
factors were identified in EFAs with and withouéthine variables. The omission of
item 27 did not change the factors that were ifiedti but, it changed the amount of
variance explained by each factor. Item 27 was/agieto Asmus’ study of
instrumental music participation, but was not ral@o the study of choral music
participation; therefore, it was deleted from tlagedset.

An EFA of all participants and an EFA of only bastddents, without item 27,
yielded seven components. All of the variablehism AMF had a loading coefficient
greater than .3 in the seven components (all wijareralues greater than 1) of the
current model. An EFA of choral students yieldeghecomponents. The KMO
measure of sampling adequacy in each model waB,sorthe ratio of subjects to
variables was good. For all participants in that8s scale the KMO was .889. In the
34-item model the KMO was .888 for all participan854 for band students, and .823
for choral students. In Asmus’ study and in theentr study Effort had the highest
eigenvalue. The order of the remaining four factor&smus’ study was Class

Environment, Musical Ability, Background, and Aftdor Music. The table shown in

70



Appendix F illustrates the rotated component matitkhout the variable “able to
afford a good instrument.” All loading coefficierd$.3 or greater are included in the
table. Five variables had a loading coefficient3obr greater in more than one factor.
Seven of the variables did not load under the egoefactor of the Asmus model.
Four of the variables that did not load with th@eoted factor had a loading factor of
.3 or greater in a second factor that correspomdtdthe Asmus model. The first five
components, which account for 49.58% of the vaBame@re given factor labels
consistent with the Asmus factors. Components stkseeven were not named.

The researcher analyzed the data through a thiAdigERhich the number of
factors was suppressed. When suppressing the anil\fs/e factors, all but two of
the variables loaded onto the same factor as tiltejndAsmus’ (1986b) study. As
seen in Appendix G, both of the factors also héattor loading < .3 in the expected
factor.

A similar EFA was done with band participants s@sged to five factors. The items
loaded onto the same factors with band studernttsegsdid with all participants, but
the variance explained by each factor was diffefdfiten the same analysis was done
with chorus students only, most of the effort ahiity variables were loaded onto the
first component. The fifth component included tvwarigbles related to musical ability
and one variable related to affect for music. Ta&bikustrates the variance explained
(rotation sums of squared loadings) by the fadtothe current sample with all
participants, band students, and chorus studenfssrhus’ study, the factors in order

of explained variance are Effort, Classroom Envinent, Musical Ability,
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Background, and Affect for Music. The fifth compomén the suppressed analysis of
chorus participants did not include enough varigbdeclearly identify it as a factor, so
it is identified only as a component. The EFAs thate not suppressed contain more
than five components, but only the components ifledtas factors based on the
Asmus scale are reported. Item 27 (“able to affogbod instrument”) is not included
in the current data set.

Table 8

Percentages of Variance Explained in the 34-ltenF/Adale

Factors  All All Band Band Chorus Chorus
Suppressed Suppressed Suppressed

1 12.04Ef 11.59Ab 11.87Ef 11.90Ef 14.35Ab 18.43Ef/Ab

2 10.51Ab  11.59Ef 11.06Ab 11.82Ab 9.26 Ef 11.88Bk

3 9.57Af  10.13Bk 11.01Af 11.61Af 8.70 Af 8.91Cl

4 9.00CI  10.02Af 10.45Cl 10.46Cl 7.68Cl 8.52Af

5 8.46Bk 9.70Cl 7.48Bk 9.62Bk 7.51Bk 576Co

6 6.84Bk

Total 49.5 53.02 51.87 55.40 54.34 53.51

Note: Ef = Effort, Cl = Classroom Environment, AAbility, Bk = Background, Af =
Affect for Music, Co = Component

The EFAs with all participants and the EFA with bararticipants yielded
seven components. The EFA with chorus participaggslited in eight components,
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but components five and six both included backgdowariables. Although the order
of the proportion of explained variance differedvieen all participants and band
participants, the difference in variance of likettas ranged from .45% - 1.67%. The
greatest difference in the percentage of variaacalf factors was 3.58% for all
participants and 1.89% for band participants. Bwtdr loadings and variances of the
factors in the EFA for choral students were notststent with the factor loadings and
variances of band students and all participantesé&differences support the need to
further analyze the differences between factoetedlto band participation and
chorus participation.

The CFAs indicated a minimal fit of the factor mbtiethe current data but
the EFAs resulted in factor loadings that were ksinto those identified by Asmus. In
the EFA of band participants, when suppressed/&oféictors, all variables loaded to
the same factors as they did in the Asmus (198@lysWith the exception of two
variables, the EFA of all participants resultedhia same match. The match of factor
loadings between the current data and the Asmuy stplies that Asmus’ factor
model can be applied to all participants in theenir study.

Factors Related to Band, Chorus, and All-state iegration

Nine factors were established to identify the retaghip of parental
involvement, student attributions of success, da8 ® all-state participation and
band or chorus participation. Three factors whi@nenestablished through the PIM
subscales are frequency of parental involvemenEjPdlegree of parental

involvement (PI-D), and parental provisions for tltene musical environment (PI-C).
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Five factors which were a result of the factor gsigl of the AMF scale were Effort,
Background, Classroom Environment, Musical Abilapd Affect for Music. SES
was established through Hollingshead’s (1958) Oatiapal and Educational Scale.
(See Table 9 for descriptive statistics for eachdia)

Table 9

Descriptive Statistics for CHSMSS Factor Means

Factor N Minimum Maximum M SD

Possible Possible

PI-F 403 15 75 36.56 10.800
PI-D 403 0 30 11.52 8.067
PI-C 403 8 16 11.98 2.009
Musical Ability 403 7 35 26.14 3.748
Effort 403 7 35 24.82 4.195
Affect for Music 403 7 35 24.04  3.882
Classroom Environment 403 7 35 22.48 4.492
Background 403 6 30 17.33 4.918
SES 401 11 77 59.40 17.027

Research Question 2
The DFA for band and chorus membership was compotaddress research
guestion 2: How do the factors relate to membersghizand and choir ensembles?

Classification results of the DFA indicated that38 of the participants were
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correctly classified as band or chorus participactording to predictions based on
the CHSMSS scores. Predictions based on the CH3d&®8s would have been
71.0% correct for the students currently in band 54h.3% correct for students
currently in chorus. The overall multivariate fuoct was statistically significant for
band and choir membership (Wilks’'s Lambda = .§84,.001). Table 10 illustrates
the difference in the means of each factor accgrthrband or chorus membership.
The follow upF tests revealed significant main effects for Apikind SES with band
or chorus participation. The mean score for thdiytin Music attribution factor was
higher for band students than for chorus studdits.mean SES was higher for

chorus students than for band students.
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Table 10

DFA Means for Band and Chorus Participation

Band Chorus
Factor M SD M SD F

PI-F 36.41 9.887 36.97 11.643 .269
PI-D 11.78 8.132 11.33 7.958 321
PI-C 11.90 2.024 12.11 1.958 1.057
Ability 26.80* 17.911* 25.39* 4.116* 14.589*
Effort 24.85 3.251 24.78 4.167 .032
Affect 23.77 4.020 24.36 3.676 2.276
Class 22.16 4.542 22.84 4.395 2.270
Background 16.99 4.673 17.68 5.120 2.006
SES 54.87* 17.911* 62.39* 15.441* 10.739*

*=p<.001
Research Question 3

The results of the DFA for all-state and non-aditstparticipation address
research question 3: How do the factors relatdl-&tate participation in band and
choir students? The results indicated that 71.3%@participants would have been
correctly identified as all-state or non-all-stpteticipants. Predictions would have
been 95.3% correct for the students who did ndigyaate in all-state ensembles, but

only 17.1% correct for students who were all sga#icipants. The overall
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multivariate function was statistically significdiotr all-state and non-all-state
participation (Wilks's Lambda = .914,< .001). Table 11 illustrates the difference in
the means of each factor according to all-statBgnaation and non-all-state
participation. The follow-ufp- tests for all-state and non-all-state participatio
revealed a significant main effect for all factoetated to Background and parental
involvement. Background, PI-F, PI-D, and PI-C wieigher for all-state participants
than for non-all-state participants. The strongéfgct was the PI-F score.

The results of the DFAs suggest that four factoas have predictive value for all-state

participation: Background, Frequency of Parentablmement, Degree of Parental

Involvement, and Parental Provisions for the homsioal environment (see Table 11).
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Table 11

DFA Means for All-state and Non-all-state Particiijmsn

All-state Non -all-state

Factor M SD M SD F
SES 60.85 15.969 58.76 17.464 1.291
Ability 26.29 3.566 26.09 3.812 .251
Effort 25.19 4.007 24.65 4,270 1.375
Affect 24.45 3.794 23.86 3.899 1.944
Class 22.43 4,705 22.49 4.389 .014
Background 18.33** 4.692** 16.85** 4.914** 7.997**
PI-F 39.84**  11.271%** 35.26**  10.173*  16.122***
PI-D 13.53** 8.492F** 10.71 *** 7.698**  10.729***
PI-C 12.40 1.867* 11.82* 2.026* 7.281*%
*=p .007;**=p .005Ilevel;***=p .001

Correlations of Variables in the PIM

A correlation analysis was used as a follow-up tesbmpare individual items

on the PIM to the correlations that Zdzinski (198&)orted. Because Zdzinski used

Pearson product-moment correlations to identifgtrehships between the PIM items

and performance ability, the researcher used Pe&smluct-Moment Correlations to

measure relationships among PIM variables andatié participation (Shannon &
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Davenport, 2001). Although Zdzinski’'s measuresedétl from the all-state
measurement in the current study, both studies vesletl measurements for
performance ability. The comparison of the two elations related to the parental
involvement aspect of research question 3. Tablidus2rates the comparisons of
Zdzinski’s study and the current study. Correlagitimat are missing in Zdzinski’s list
are a result of the reporting method and are missically significant. Zdzinski
measured performance ability, affective musicalitghand cognitive musical ability
and reported only PIM items that had a significantelation with at least one of the
musical ability assessments.

Table 12

Pearson Product-Moment Correlations for Variablaghe PIM

Variable All-state Membership Zdzinski Performance
Assessment
PI-F items
Attend parent meetings 24 18 **
Talk about music 23 .10
Attend school concerts 21 30**
Attend non-school concerts A7 21 %
Listen to practice I3 -.15
Ask about progress i} -12
Record performances x2 19**
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Table 12(continued)

Variable All-state Membership Zdzinski Performance
Assessment

Sing with you .09 .00

Attend school rehearsals .09

Assist with practice -.09 -.30

Take you to concerts .06 .02

Listen to music at home -.05 .06

Play in group .04 .08
Provide transportation -.04 .01

Sing in group -.01 A7

PI-D items

Music parent organization 87 22 %%
Attend parent meetings 18 14 **

Talk about music 18 A2

Attend school concerts 18 20**
Assist with practice i -.26 **
Attend non-school concerts 14%* 21 **

Ask about progress A2 .06

Listen to practice .10 -.09
Record performances .09 A2
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Table 12(continued)

Variable All-state Membership  Zdzinski Performance
Assessment
Play in music group .06
Take you to concerts .04 .07
Attend rehearsals -.05
Sing in music group .04 A2
Provide transportation .04 19**
Listen at home -.00 .06
PI-C items
Own classical recordings 18 .06
Siblings sing or play 2 25**
Provide recordings .08 26**
Purchase music .08 19**
Take lessons .07
Provide toy instruments .06 .10
Give you lessons .05
Play or sing with you .03

*=p .05 *=p .01
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Twelve of the 17 PIM items that correlated withfpenance measurements in
Zdzinski’'s (1996) study correlated with all-statatgcipation in the current study.
Five items in the current study that correlatechvail-state participation did not
correlate with performance measurements in ZdzZmskiidy. The results illustrate

similarities in the relationships of the items e factors in the two studies.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION
Response to Research Questions
The first research question was, “What are themtarsupport factors,
motivational factors, and SES of high school bamdl eéhoir students who attend high
schools that have both choir and band studentstedléor all-state participation?”
The results of the DFA for the PIM support ZdzirsKiL993) findings that parental
involvement is significantly related to performarmeécomes in instrumental students.
The reliability of the PIM scale supports the idication of degree and frequency of
parental involvement and the home musical environtras factors related to band and
chorus participation. The results of the EFA fae thMF scale support Asmus’ (1986)
identification of Effort, Background, Classroom Eiwnment, Musical Ability, and
Affect for Music as attributions related to successtrumental students. The results
of the EFA for band and choral students indicas the same attributions are related
to success in choral students. The mean SES péditipants was in the second
highest of the five Hollingshead classes of squasition.
The second research question was, “How do thesersaelate to membership
in band or choir ensembles?” Band students appgagrceive musical ability as more
important than chorus students do. The mean SEig§her for chorus students than
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for band students. The average SES for chorusstisig@s in the highest class of
social position identified by Hollingshead & Redii1958).

The third research question was, “How do the factelate to all-state
participation in band and chorus?” The studentst@ged importance of background,
the frequency of parental involvement, the degfgeacental involvement, and the
home musical environment were higher for all-sttelents than for non-all-state
students.

The item “caring about music” appears to have betmpreted differently by
many of the participants in the current study, tihavas in Asmus’ study. In the
Asmus study, the item was related to Effort, buhie current study the item was
related to Affect for Music in all the factor anags except the analysis of all-state
participants. It appears that those who are mastessful in music performance
interpret “caring about music” as an important drEffort.

A DFA identified musical ability attributions anES as the factors that
best described the difference between band andiststudents. Chorus students
reported higher SES scores and band students eddagher attributions of musical
ability. One might rationalize that family enviroemt and parental involvement could
cause students to choose band or chorus, but ssigbpasition cannot be established
about a student attribution. There is no indicatidrether a student’s attribution of the
importance of musical ability is established befcneosing band or chorus
participation. It is possible that a student’sge@tion of the importance of musical

ability is formed as a result of participation iaral or chorus.
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Predicting Success in Band and Chorus

The CHSMSS appears to be of moderate value in idgcwhether to
participate in band or in chorus. It is not cledrether the band or chorus experience
develops the attributions of success or whethabattons affect the students’
decisions toward participation in band or choruse Tlassification results of the DFA
do not indicate that the composite CHSMSS is anrate indicator in predicting
students’ participation in band or chorus. Everugiothe predictive value of the
CHSMSS was high for non-all-state participants,@#SMSS did not appear to be a
strong predictor for students who participatedlirstate. The composite CHSMSS
does not appear to be a strong predictor of suangsformance ability, but portions
of the scale appear to have some predictive vadle strong correlation between all-
state participation and the parental involvemeuxt lamme environment factors imply
that higher levels of parental involvement can dbnte to a student’s participation in
all-state.
Implications for Parents

The parental involvement and family environmentdeg appear to have the
most significant effect on students’ success inimpsrformance as measured by all-
state participation. Children perceive family backad as an important part of their
musical endeavors. Parents must provide their @nldesources for success in music.
The number of parents involved with their childeniusical endeavors was
significant, but the most important significantesff of all the parental involvement

and family environment factors was the frequencyneblvement by parents. The
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results indicate that effective parental suppontloa measured tangibly by the time
that parents commit to their child’s musical edigrat
Implications for Educators

One might reasonably believe that student atiobstin music are affected by
their participation in band and chorus. A positbrenegative environment within a
classroom could affect a student’s perception efitipportance of the classroom
environment to one’s success in music. Studentsdehwot consider themselves
successful in music might attribute their lack e€sess to a lack of musical ability
rather than a lack of effort. Students who havef@uh considerable effort and found
success in music could attribute their succes#footeeven if their musical ability
played a significant role in their success. If dalland Shaw’s (2002) findings that
musical ability is learned rather than innate waoeect, they would emphasize the
importance of effort.

Educators can be encouraged to know that withirattndution factors,
students consistently identified effort as thetfamissecond most important attribution
for success. It is important for teachers to cargito emphasize the importance of
effort to their students. The classroom environnoant be a contributing factor to the
students’ perceptions of the importance of effort.

Band and chorus teachers have opportunities to eonuate the effects of
parental involvement through their parent orgamnret The effect of parental
involvement on all-state participation underscdhesimportance of maintaining a

strong parent organization. Recruiting parentsetabolved and explaining the
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effects of that involvement can enhance the stwlepportunities for success in band
and chorus.
Recommendations for Further Research

Further study is warranted on the relationshighefattribution and parental
involvement factors to choral students on a wigeicrum of SES than is included in
the current study. The current study identifiedogds with a significant number of all-
state participation in band and chorus. One casoresbly assume that these are
strong band and chorus programs. Schools with ggpoograms in both areas might
not represent the lowest SES population of AlabdB®rgia, and Tennessee. The
classroom environment is likely to be more positivéhe schools represented in this
study than in many schools that struggle finangialid have a lower SES population.

Most of the existing studies have investigated magidents currently
participating in music performance ensembles. Aegstigation of students who have
never participated in music programs in additiothtwse who currently participate
might provide a clearer assessment of the attohatand parental involvement factors
that relate to success in music performance. Rurdsearch is warranted into students
who previously participated in music programs, dnatpped out. What are the reasons
they dropped out? Pitts, Davidson, and McPherg@980) found that persistence in
instrumental students was related to parental uvermknt. The role of parental
involvement might be similar for persistence in i@students. Differences between
students who currently participate in band and eb@and those who have dropped out

are likely to be similar to differences betweerdstuts who demonstrate performance
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achievement and those who do not. Identifying vexés in student attributions of
success, family environment and parental partimpatould help educators to

identify and avoid factors that lead to failurenmusic performance.
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Characteristics of High School Music Students Survey

The purpose of this portion of the survey is to determine your attitudes toward various aspects of
music and musical activities. Because the items determine only your attitudes, there are no right or
wrong answers.
Indicate how important you believe each cause is in determining success and failure in music by circling
A through E. Where:

A is extremely important to

E which is not important at all.

For example if you read the cause, “Having Long Fingers,” and felt it was not very important, you would
mark it as D. N\
[A B - CI(DJE |
On the other hand, if you read the-cause, “Being a careful worker,” and felt that it was somewhat
important, you wopdd eark it as B.

[A B JC D E|

(=] =
Extremely Not important
Important at all
1. A B cC D E  Trying hard enough to succeed in music
2. A B C D E Having musical parents
3. A B C D E Getting along with others in music class
4. A B C D E Beingabletokeep a steady beat
5. A B C D E Beingable to feel emotion in music
6. A B C D E Practcingalot
7. A B C D E  Having a natural talent for music
8. A B C D E  Being with your friends in music classes
9. A B C D E Havingagoodear
10. A B C D E Liking the sound of music
11. A B C D E Taking music seriously
12. A B C D E Havingrelatives who are musical
13. A B C D E Liking the teacher
14. A B C D E Understanding how to count music
15. A B C D E Beingnaturally creative
16. A B C D E Putting the effort into practicing
17. A B C D E Starting music when you are very young
18. A B C D E Havingateacher who doesn’t show favoritism toward the more
talented students
19. A B C D E Knowinghow toread music well
20. A B C D E Lovelistening to music
21. A B C D E Settingamusical goal and trying to reach it through practice
22. A B C D E Having music runin your family
23. A B C D E Liking the other students in music
24. A B C D E Beingable to comprehend musical notes and rhythms
25. A B C D E Wantngto please others through music
26. A B C D E Caring about music
27. A B C D E Beingableto afford a good musical instrument
28. A B C D E Havinga teacher who understands you
29. A B C D E Beingable to understand musical symbols and markings
30. A B C D E Thinking that music is fun
31. A B C D E Beingwilling to put in the effort required by music
32. A B C D E Havingnatural music ability
33. A B C D E Nothavinga hot tempered music teacher
34. A B C D E Having asense of rhythm
3s. A B C D E Liking to make music

1of4
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Circle your response for each of the following statements.

Indicate HOW OFTEN each of the following activities occur.

36. Your parents talk about music with you.
Always Very Often Often Sometimes

37. Your parents ask about your progress in music.
Always Very Often Often Sometimes

38. Your parents listen to you practice. }
Always Very Often Often Sometimes

39. Your parents assist with your practice.
Always Very Often Often Sometimes

40. Your parents record performances of you.
Always Very Often Often Sometimes

41. Your parents sing with you.
Always Very Often Often Sometimes

42. Your parents sing in a musical group.
Always Very Often Often Sometimes

43. Your parents play in a musical group.
Always Very Often Often Sometimes

44. Your parents listen to music at home.
Always Very Often Often Sometimes

45. Your parents take you to concerts.
Always Very Often Often Sometimes

46. Your parents attend school concerts.
Always Very Often Often Sometimes

47. Your parents attend non-school related concerts.
Always Very Often Often Sometimes

48. Your parents attend music or band/choral parent meetings.
Always Very Often Often Sometimes

49. Your parents attend your school choral/band rehearsals.
Always Very Often Often Sometimes

50. Your parents provide transportation to music activities.
Always Very Often Often Sometimes

Circle one response for each of the following questions.

51. Do either of your parents assist with your practice?

Neither parent Father only Mother only
52. Do either of your parents listen to you practice?
Neither parent Father only Mother only
53. Do either of your parents record performances of you?
Neither parent Father only Mother only
20of4
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Never

Never

Never

Never

Never

Never

Never

Never

Never

Never

Never

Never

Never

Never

Never

Both Parents

Both Parents

Both Parents



54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

Do either of your parents talk about music with you?
Neither parent Father only Mother only Both Parents

Do either of your pérents ask about your progress in music?
Neither parent Father only Mother only Both Parents

Do either of your parents listen to music at home?
Neither parent Father only Mother only Both Parents

Do either of your parents take you to concerts?
Neither parent Father only Mother only Both Parents

Do either of your parents attend school concerts?
Neither parent Father only Mother only Both Parents

Do either of your parents attend non-school related concerts?
Neither parent Father only Mother only Both Parents

Did either of your parents play in a musical group?
Neither parent Father only Mother only Both Parents

Did either of your parents sing in a musical group?
Neither parent . Father only Mother only Both Parents

Do either of your parents belong to a music parent organization?
Neither parent Father only Mother only Both Parents

Do either of your parents attend music or band/chorus parent meetings?
Neither parent Father only Mother only Both Parents
Do either of your parents attend your school band or chorus rehearsals?

Neither parent Father only Mother only Both Parents

Do either of your parents provide transportation to music activities?
Neither parent Father only Mother only Both Parents

Did your parents provide you children’s CDs/recordings?
Yes No

Did your parents provide you toy musical instruments?
Yes No

Do your parents purchase music books/materials for you?
Yes No

Do either of your parents take music lessons?
Yes No

Do either of your parents give music lessons to you?
Yes No

Do either of your parents play a musical instrument or sing with you?
Yes No

Do any of your brothers and sisters sing or play a musical instrument?
Yes No
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73. Do your parents own classical music recordings?
Yes No ’

74. If you play in a band, is your instrument school owned, family owned or rented?
School Owned Family Owned Rented

Write the appropriate number or check in the blank beside each item.
75. In which ensemble do you currently participate?

High School Chorus
High School Band

76. How many years have you been selected to:
sing in All-State chorus?
play in All-State band?

Check the appropriate boxes and fill in the blanks with the requested information.

77. Gender
QO Male
0O Female

78. Age:

79. Grade level:

Seventh grade
Eighth grade
Ninth grade
Tenth grade
Eleventh grade
Twelfth grade

ooecooOo

80. Describe what your father does for a living. (Please be as specific as possible.)

81. Describe what your mother does for a living. (Please be as specific as possible.)

82. Circle the number that indicates your father’s level of education.

01234567891011 12 1234 5 6
school grade completed college masters doctorate

83. Circle the number that indicates your mother’s level of education.

01234567891011 12 1234 5 6
school grade completed college masters doctorate
Finished!

(Please wait for your questionnaire to be collected.)

40of 4

106



APPENDIX B
Characteristics of High School Music Students Syrve
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Characteristics of High School Music Students Survey
(Original Survey used in pilot study.)

The purpose of this portion of the survey is to determine your attitudes toward various aspects
of music and musical activities. Because the items are determined only your attitudes, there are
no right or wrong answers.
Indicate how important you believe each cause is in determining success and failure in music by
circling A through E. Where:

A is extremely important to

E which is not important at all.

For example if you read the cause, “Having Long Fingers,” and felt it was not very important, you
would mark it as D.

[A B C(D) E]
On the other hand, if you read The cause, “Being a careful worker,” and felt that it was somewhat
important, you would mark it as B.

[A(B)C D E|

Extremely <  =Not important

Important at all
1. A B C D E Tryinghard enough to succeed in music
2 A B C D E Having musical parents
3. A B C D E Getting along with others in music class
4, A B C D E Beingable tokeep a steady beat
5. A B C D E Beingable to feel emotion in music
6. A B C D E Practicingalot
T A B C D E Havinga natural talent for music
8. A B C D E Being with your friends in music classes
9. A B C D E Havingagoodear
10. A B C D E Liking the sound of music
11. A B C D E Taking music seriously
12. A B C D E Having relatives who are musical
13. A B C D E Liking the teacher
4. A B C D E Understanding how to count music
15. A B C D E Beingnaturally creative
16. A B C D E Putting the effort into practicing
17. A B C D E Starting music when you are very young
18. A B C D E Havinga teacher who doesn’t show favoritism toward the
‘ more talented students
19. A B C D E Knowinghow to read music well
20. A B C D E Lovelistening to music
21. A B C D E Setting amusical goal and trying to reach it through practice
22. A B C D E Having music run in your family
23. A B C D E Liking the other students in music ]
24. A B C D E Beingabletocomprehend musical notes and rhythms
23. A B C D E Wantingto please others through music
26. A B C D E Caring about music
27. A B C D E Beingable to afford a good musical instrument
28. A B C D E Havingateacher who understands you

Page 1 of 5
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APPENDIX C

Office of Human Subjects Approval
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APPENDIX D

Communication and Permission Letters
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APPENDIX E

Rotated Component Matrix for 35 AMF Variables

Variable Effort Ability Class Affect Background Comp6 Comp7
Practicing .740
Goals and practice 731
Practice effort .730
Trying hard 721

Serious about music .659

Willing effort .645

Feel emotion* 431 391
Symbols and markings .807

Notes and rhythms .762

Counting music 757

Reading music .730

Sense of rhythm 567

Steady beat 462

Teacher temperament 720
Teacher favoritism .705
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Table Appendix Econtinued)

Variable Effort Abilty Class Affect Background Comp6 Comp7

Teacher understands you .656

Liking teacher .636

Liking other students .594

Getting along with others 573

Music is fun 712

Love listening 712

Caring about music* .332 671

Like to make music .657

Please others 489

Naturally creative 450

Musical relatives 776

Runs in family .743

Musical parents .736

Being with friends* 372 425

Natural Talent* q74
Natural ability* .749
Starting young* 411 443
Liking sound* 476 .508

Afford a good instrument* 410 -.463
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Table Appendix Econtinued)

Variable Effort Ability Class Affect Background Comp6 Comp7

Good ear* .363 410

* = |tems that did not load onto the factors idéatl in the Asmus model.
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APPENDIX F

Rotated Component Matrix for 34 AMF Variables

Variable Effort Ability Affect Class Background Comp6 Comp7
Practicing .758
Practice effort 744
Goals and practice 726
Trying hard .710
Serious about music .666
Willing effort .637 .360
Feel emotion* 439 .382**
Symbols and markings .813
Counting music 767
Reading music .755
Notes and rhythms 746
Sense of rhythm .554
Steady beat 384  .462 347
Love listening 715
Music is fun .704
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Table Appendix Kcontinued)

Variable Effort Ability Affect Class Background Comp6 Comp7

Caring about music* 321** .657

Like to make music .647

Please others .509

Naturally Creative 455

Teacher favoritism 737

Teacher temperament 729

Teacher understands you .654

Liking teacher .608 335

Liking other students .568 448

Getting along with others 547

Musical relatives .783

Runs in family .765

Musical parents .719

Starting young 458 425
Being with friends* 330* .428

Natural talent .762*
Natural ability A37*

Liking sound* A32** .616

Good ear* .347 .538
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Table Appendix Kcontinued)
* = variables that did not load onto the expectectdr

** = secondary factor loadings > .3 that are camesiswith the Asmus model
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APPENDIX G

Rotated Component Matrix for 34 AMF Variables Suggsed to Five Factors

Variable Ability Effort Background Affect Class
Counting music 754

Symbols and markings .753

Notes and Rhythms 745

Reading music 711

Sense of rhythm .643

Steady beat .608

Good ear 470

Goals and practice 734

Practice effort .730

Trying hard 714

Practicing .705

Serious about music .655

Willing effort .652

Runs in family .785
Musical relatives 715
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Table Appendix Gcontinued)

Variable Ability  Effort Background Affect Class
Musical parents .687
Starting young .609
Natural talent .596
Natural ability .587
Being with friends 429 A407*
Music is fun .720
Love listening .703
Like to make music .644
Caring about music .358* .624
Liking sound 510
Feel emotion 479
Please others 450
Naturally creative 430
Teacher favoritism .675
Liking teacher .673
Teacher temperament .664
Liking other students .660
Teacher understands you .647
Getting along with others .621
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Table Appendix Gcontinued)

* = secondary factor loadings > .3 that are coestsivith the Asmus model
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